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Executive Summary 
The query of this master thesis departs from the current National Strategy for Growth and Poverty 
Reduction in Tanzania. This strategy is known by its Swahili acronym MKUKUTA and includes a 
priority of promoting additional and alternative activities to agriculture in terms of off-farm and 
non-farm activities. Agriculture is the main source of rural livelihoods in Tanzania, but is highly 
restrained by various constraints resulting in yields inadequate to provide subsistence to the farm 
families. Parallel to addressing these agricultural constraints, the MKUKUTA priority expresses the 
perception that off-farm and non-farm activities will be a suitable means for mitigating the 
insufficient farm incomes, hereby reducing poverty and improving food security. This perception 
makes the engagement in and motivation for livelihood diversification, including off-farm and non-
farm activities, for poor, small-scale farmers interesting to uncover.  
 
Based on a case study in Northern Tanzania, this thesis therefore explores which activities farmers 
engage in additional to agriculture and seeks to answer why. All relevant aspects of their livelihoods 
are included. Their adverse production systems are analysed, comprising their yields, cropping 
patterns, and utilised potentials. Their market access is established, their asset bases encountered 
and their household size and opportunity for hiring labour scrutinised. Their poverty and food 
insecurity statuses are documented. With their engagement in on-farm, off-farm and non-farm 
activities detected, their motivation for the individual activities is analysed based on this knowledge 
of their livelihoods. 
 
The nature of the food insecurity they endure is a significant factor motivating the adverse 
activities. However, it is not the only determining factor, as it cannot explain the lack of 
engagement in certain cases. The farmers face a long period of food shortage each year. They are 
aware that such a period is likely to occur, but they do not know for how long it will last. They do 
know, however, that this period has been of a longer duration than usual for the last few of years 
owing to droughts. The food shortage occurs individually for the households, as their maize stocks 
deplete, usually several months before the next harvest, and their access to food is hence restricted 
to purchase. Unfortunately, their financial capital is also at its lowest during this season, limiting the 
possibility of acquiring food. Furthermore, the situation is worsened by the fact that many rural 
households have exhausted their food stocks at this time of year and the demand for food - maize in 
particular - exceeds supply, resulting in extremely high prices. Years of drought and bad harvest 
result in even higher prices, nearly unaffordable for the households in question. The farmers report 
that droughts have occurred to a varying extent for several years now and might even constitute a 
trend. 
 
With their agricultural engagement being insufficient to subsist their livelihoods and the experience 
of recurring food shortages, the households undertake various activities in order to avoid, or at least 
limit, destitution and starvation. Some of these are a means for risk minimisation, including on-farm 
diversification, crop savings, and asset accumulation. Other activities are undertaken as 
compensation for land constraints, which provide additional incomes as preventive measures. 
Finally, a number of activities are engaged in during the food shortage periods as coping measures. 
These primarily include wage labour. Engagement in all of these activities functions as an 
additional means of livelihood maintenance and is motivated by the nature of the food insecurity 
present.  
 
While this would suggest that the highest engagement would be among the poorest households, this 
is not the case. Engagement in all of these activities is impeded by a lack of access in terms of 
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capital demands, skill requirements or simply availability. The activity of wage labour is 
insufficiently available in times of food shortage, as demand again exceeds supply. However, for 
the remainder of the year it is much more easily accessible and salaries are higher. None of the 
households engages in this activity outside the food shortage season, however. Different 
explanations are offered in this thesis in accordance with the farmers’ adverse livelihood strategies. 
One group of farmers, defined as ‘the surplus farmers’, chooses not to engage in wage labour, 
neither off-farm nor non-farm, when they can avoid it. This group consists of the least poor farmers 
and it is argued in this thesis that while the small income that wage labour provides is important 
during food shortage, it is too insignificant for these farmers during the remainder of the year, when 
incomes are higher and food is sufficient. 
 
While the group defined as ‘the busy farmers’ appears to be occupied with other activities 
throughout the year, and further engagement in wage labour would simply take time away from 
these activities, engagement in wage labour by ‘the risk-taking farmers’ as well as ‘the deprived 
farmer’ are assessed as a possibility during their adverse work gaps. Neither of these four farm 
households utilises this opportunity though. It is argued that these activities might not be perceived 
as attractive. While ‘the risk-taking farmers’ appear to choose to rely on their coping measures 
instead of undertaking wage labour as a preventive means, ‘the deprived farmer’ does not have 
much to rely on. This farmer is the poorest of them all. There is therefore a big question mark over 
why he does not engage in wage labour as much as possible throughout the year. Similarly, it is 
argued that preventive measures must be more opportune than coping measures for ‘the risk-taking 
farmers’. Many speculations are made as to why these four farmers do not undertake wage labour as 
a means for compensating their land constraints and minimise the risk of destitution and starvation 
by improving their coping capabilities and reducing vulnerability. These speculations include the 
notion that people might be choosing to starve for a period of time in order to maintain a more 
attractive lifestyle the remaining year. Also, it is suggested that wage labour is not undertaken prior 
to the food shortage period as the farmers hope it will not be necessary and that such hope might be 
of significance for enduring a livelihood bordering on subsistence.  
 
The MKUKUTA priority expressing off-farm and non-farm activities as the necessary means for 
poverty reduction and improvement of food security hence appears to neglect the poorest farmers. 
Some would not be able to spare the time for additional activities and others would probably choose 
not to be engaged in them unless such activities were more attractive than those currently 
accessible. As the current attractive activities, as explained, are capital demanding, only the farmers 
sharing livelihood characteristics with ‘the surplus farmers’, or even wealthier ones, are likely to 
access such activities. 
 
However, the promotion of off-farm and non-farm activities within the MKUKUTA priority is 
intended to constitute either additional or alternative activities. While additional activities mainly 
appear to benefit the least poor farmers, increased engagement in alternative activities on a national 
scale might be a more suitable means for poverty reduction and improvement of food security. The 
low yields the farmers receive are largely caused by small plots. Engaging parts of the population in 
income-generating activities other than farming might result in larger plots per farm household in a 
long-term perspective. Tanzanians usually inherit farm plot from their parents. The continuous high 
birth rates causes these farm plots to be divided between a large number of children, resulting in 
very small plots. From generation to generation the plot sizes will therefore diminish. The gravity of 
this implication is further increased by the deterioration in soil fertility. Alternative activities might 
therefore remedy the present situation as well as mitigate a possible future development.
  1
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PART ONE
  2
1 Research Field 
Tanzania is one of the poorest countries in the world with the majority of the 33 million Tanzanians 
living in rural areas (GoT 2005b:4), where the poverty rate is estimated at 38.7 percent (GoT 
2005a:6). As agriculture provides livelihoods for 82 percent of the population (GoT 2005b:6), hence 
constituting the main source of income as well as food in the country, focusing on agricultural 
development would appear to be a reasonable poverty reduction strategy. The current poverty 
reduction strategy in Tanzania is called the National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty 
(NSGRP) and is known by its Swahili acronym MKUKUTA. While this strategy emphasises the 
importance of developing the agricultural sector in order to reduce rural poverty and increase 
household food security, a parallel priority is to diversify rural livelihoods.  
 
This livelihood diversification is intended to include diversification of agriculture as well as to 
increase the prevalence of engagement in off-farm activities and non-farm activities in the rural 
areas. The line of thought expressed in the strategy is that owing to the inadequate incomes 
generated by agriculture, rural households are in need of additional or alternative income sources in 
order to maintain their livelihoods. Increasing the number of income sources is a recognised measure 
for minimising risk and improving food security among development scholars (Braun et al. 1999; 
Devereux and Maxwell 2001; Ellis 2000; Hussein and Nelson 1998; Møller 1998; Netting 1993; 
Pedersen 1999 etc). However, the main concern pronounced within the MKUKUTA appears to be 
the insufficiency of the rural incomes, rather than the number of income sources, reflecting the 
severe poverty existing in the rural areas. This indicates a governmental perception of the 
agricultural constraints faced by the small-scale farmers as being insurmountable and thus requiring 
additional or alternative incomes in order for the rural households to obtain food security. 
 
On a global level the food supply is unquestionably adequate and availability is hence ensured. Yet 
on a national level Tanzania is still far from self-sufficiency, which is likely to entail a higher risk in 
times of crisis and food shortages. However, food is usually sufficiently available in Tanzania. The 
immediate problem is that for many Tanzanians food is not financially accessible, not in sufficient 
quantities and qualities, and not in a reliable manner. Despite this fact, most households do in fact 
cope. The activities that the poor rural households undertake in order to cope when food is not 
accessible are of keen interest to this query. Such activities, whether on-farm, off-farm, or non-farm, 
can be initiated with the purpose of preventing food inaccessibility or as a response to food 
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inaccessibility. Hence, additional or alternative activities to agriculture might indeed facilitate 
livelihood maintenance, as reasoned within the MKUKUTA.  
 
However, rural livelihoods bordering on subsistence comprise complex mechanisms. Constraints are 
many and can have adverse consequences. Possibilities are few and not always attractive. Impacts 
are hard to predict and planning is often impeded. Choices and necessities within livelihood 
strategies are likely to be a result of the level of household poverty. Resources, assets, savings, 
capabilities and skills are of significance in this equation. So are a number of other factors. When 
struggling for subsistence, fulfilment of the most basic needs might be the main priority and hence 
what motivates the actions taken. Comprehending the complex mechanism of such livelihoods 
seemingly needs to depart from the establishment of food security status. Since the prevalence of 
food security is uneven in Tanzania, as in many other countries, a case study is indispensable to such 
an analysis. From the establishment of the food security status in a particular case, the livelihood 
activities can be detected and the relation between these livelihood characteristics can be analysed, 
allowing for the unravelling of the motivation for livelihood diversification. In this manner it will 
appear whether the livelihood activities are reflected by the food security status. Also, this will 
suggest whether the livelihood activities are reflected in the food security status, and whether 
livelihood diversification is a suitable means for reducing poverty and improving food security, as 
assumed by the MKUKUTA. 
 
Hence, this thesis takes its point of departure in the complexities of livelihood diversification for 
Tanzanian small-scale farmers and their struggle for household food security. Ten households 
divided between two villages in Northern Tanzania have been selected in order to clarify the 
relation between these factors. By establishing their food security status and identifying the 
agricultural constraints, the need for additional or alternative incomes emerges. Reviewing their 
livelihood activities throughout the year and ascertaining the correlation of these activities with 
their food security status allows for comprehension of the motivation of the farmers for engagement 
in the adverse activities. The impact of the motivation for engagement in the activities might even 
explain their food security status. Consequently, this study further enables a conclusive assessment 
of the applicability and rationality of the MKUKUTA priority, at least in relation to this specific 
case. 
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1.1 Research Question 
Departing from this research field, the research question of this thesis is as follows. 
 
What is the engagement in and motivation for livelihood diversification of the ten small-scale 
farmers in Sigino and Mateves village in Northern Tanzania? How is this reflected in and by their 
food security status and to what extent are these livelihood strategies manifested in the MKUKUTA 
priority? 
 
1.2 Research Demarcation 
The reasons behind the constraints that the farmers face in maintaining a livelihood based on 
farming could be further explored. The reasons why droughts are increasingly occurring, loans not 
made more accessible, fertiliser is no longer subsidised etc. could be examined in order to increase 
comprehension of the magnitude of the insurmountable constraints related to agricultural 
development. This is not done, as the focus is on the consequences of the agricultural constraints 
rather than on the reasons for them. Similarly, the possibilities of surmounting these constraints are 
not addressed, but are, however, accepted as lacking.  Furthermore, it is an intentional demarcation 
not to address whether the responsibility of the present constraints is to be placed within societal 
structures or with the actors themselves. Owing to the fact that the constraints cannot immediately 
be surmounted it is simply not relevant who is to be blamed. 
 
The MKUKUTA and related implementation strategies could have been further examined with the 
intent of exploring the potential impacts. However, the implementation potential of the MKUKUTA 
would shift the focus of this thesis and restrict the analysis of livelihood-subsisting mechanisms. 
The potential for success of the implementation is hence not assessed; it is the intentions expressed 
in the MKUKUTA priority that are of interest in this thesis. Furthermore, only the priority for 
additional and alternative incomes and aspects related to food security is included. The MKUKUTA 
entails many other aspects of poverty reduction. These, however, are not considered relevant to the 
research question.  
 
The impact of national food self-sufficiency on household food security would have been an 
interesting aspect to include, as household food security is one of the key issues. While both 
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availability and accessibility are recognised as determining household food security, accessibility is 
prioritised. The reason for this is that the individual households do not have the possibility of 
influencing availability and it is their actions which are the focus of the research field. Overall, 
these demarcations are chosen in order to enable a more thorough analysis of the present research 
question.  
1.3 An Integrated Master Thesis 
From the research field just outlined it is clear that the focus of this thesis reflects International 
Development Studies and Geography as different subjects in an integrated manner that captures 
essential elements of both. The focus of the thesis equally reflects and represents both subjects. 
These are consequently treated simultaneously throughout the thesis as a unified subject, which is 
further explained in the methodology. 
 
The research field continuously expresses the discipline of International Development Studies. The 
ten households are extremely poor and bordering on subsistence. Structural, institutional and actor-
based constraints impede them from obtaining food security and escape from the vicious circle of 
poverty. Their struggle to attain food and their daily life barriers give evidence as to the nature of 
the core of poverty and the causes as well as the consequences.  
 
The discipline of Geography is present in all essential aspects of this thesis qua the planning, spatial 
and resource perspective, setting the frame of the livelihoods of the farmers. The seasonal changes 
are significant in relation to the food access, livelihoods and activities undertaken. The possibilities 
and constraints that the farmers experience in accessing food, maintaining livelihoods and 
undertaking activities are based on their spatial endowments and resource bases, or lack of such. 
Their food security status and livelihood choices are hence very much a result of their spatial 
endowments, resource bases and planning capabilities. 
 
Thus, this thesis could not have been written if either of the subjects had been omitted. In relation to 
this particular research field, they are simply too tightly integrated. 
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2 Methodology 
The unanimous approach integrating the subject of International Development Studies and 
Geography is reflected in the methodology. The theoretical framework, as well as the case study, 
reflects and represents both subjects. This fact thus determines the choices made and the 
methodology applied. 
2.1 Choice of Methods 
In order to answer the research question the analytical strategy comprises livelihood analysis. 
Analysing the livelihoods in question is necessary to clarify their engagement in and comprehend 
their motivation for livelihood diversification. Livelihood analysis can be approached in various 
ways. Perhaps the most common point of departure is the Sustainable Livelihood Framework. This 
entails the notion that livelihoods are a function of five capitals. These five capitals are identified by 
Scoones (1998) as comprising natural-, human-, financial-, physical-, and social-capital. These 
capitals are the basis of the sustainable livelihood model, ‘The Pentagon Asset’, provided by the 
UK Department of Foreign and International Development (DFID) (Odero 2004:1f).  
 
 
Adopted from the Sustainable Livelihoods Guidance Sheets (DFID 2002) and reproduced in Odero 2004:2. 
 
While natural capital refers to the biophysical elements such as water, air, soils, sunshine, 
woodlands, etc., human capital comprises human resources such as skills, health, manpower etc. 
Financial capital is the means of exchange and includes cash as well as assets, crop stocks etc. 
Physical capital is not to be confused with natural capital, as it entails man made infrastructure such 
as housing, roads, etc. Finally, social capital is to be understood as social relations from which 
social networks arise (Odero 2004:1f). 
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The analytical strategy is hence to analyse these capital within the selected households. However, 
the Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks is not used as an organising frame of the analysis, as these 
capitals in real life are too integrated to be parted, when dealing with empirical material and actual 
livelihoods. Nor is the capital terms applied within the analysis, as they are considered as too 
diffuse. In order to conduct a thorough livelihood analysis it is essential to go beyond these terms 
distinguishing between livestock and crop stocks, houses and roads, etc. and allow the 
comprehension of how for instance human capital can increase or decrease the significance of 
physical capital. Still, these capitals are the elements included in the livelihood analysis and the 
Sustainable Livelihood Frameworks hereby set the frame of the analytical strategy. 
 
Furthermore, as the purpose of the case study and fieldwork is to understand the engagement and 
motivation of the small-scale farmers for diversifying their livelihoods reflected in their food 
security status, the chosen approach should allow this to evolve from the interviews. While 
quantitative interviews usually result in a somewhat superficial knowledge, though with the 
advantage of quantifying capabilities from which it is possible to draw a tendency or 
characterisation of a group of people or population, qualitative interviews tend to facilitate more 
thorough and meditative understandings of the individual or household in question. Less 
advantageous is it though that the achieved understanding only comprises the livelihoods of a 
narrow group of people, because of the time-consuming aspect of the qualitative approach that 
highly limits the number of interviews usually conducted within this approach. Hence, one could 
argue that choice between either the quantitative or the qualitative approach is indeed a trade-off 
between broad and superficial, or narrow and thorough.  
 
For this case study, the qualitative approach is chosen, as the aim is not to produce statistics. Instead 
it is to achieve a detailed understanding of the livelihoods of a number of poor, small-scale farmers 
in Tanzania. While the qualitative approach allows for the achievement of a more comprehensive, 
thorough and intimate insight into the livelihood of the interviewee, it impedes the ability to 
generalise. Many scholars have questioned the validity of extracting generalisations based on 
qualitative case studies (Kvale 1996; Stake 1994; Kennedy 1979; etc.). The Danish geographer Bent 
Flyvbjerg does however ascribe this notion as one of the main misunderstandings related to the case 
study as a research strategy. While he considers formal generalisation to be overestimated as a 
  8
source of scientific development, he emphasizes the power inherent in a good example (Flyvbjerg 
1998:165).  
 
Following this line of thought, one might argue that while the understanding of how one farmer, for 
instance, harvests his beans does not allow it to be said that all farmers harvest beans this way, it 
does, however, make the notion probable that other farmers might also harvest beans the same way. 
Hence, a qualitative case study provides an indication of a phenomenon in a concrete context. 
Consequently, the chosen livelihoods are studied in order to understand the livelihoods of poor 
small-scale farmers in Tanzania in general. However, as signalled through the wording of the 
research question, the conclusions made within this thesis are not on behalf of the entire Tanzanian 
population, but limited to reflect the livelihoods of the ten households in question. The motivation 
for this case study is, though, the perception that the findings indicate a more general phenomenon. 
2.2 Choice of Case 
The choice of the specific interviewees is consequently of great significance as it should preferably 
represent different livelihoods in order to gather an understanding as broad as possible within the 
frame of the qualitative approach. If the livelihoods are too similar, conducting one single interview 
might provide as broad an understanding as ten interviews. Hence, it would appear that it would be 
most useful further to select interviewees from different parts of the country as this would provide a 
knowledge of the adverse conditions that influence livelihoods, e.g. rainfall, altitude etc.  However, 
due to a limited time frame, the individuals and households selected are all settled within just two 
villages. In order to make up for this limitation, the villages are located in two different regions, 
namely Manyara and Arusha.  
 
This choice of regions obviously influences the fieldwork findings and hence the analytical results 
and conclusions. Yet, the study could just as well have been conducted in any one of the remaining 
25 regions in Tanzania, as most Tanzanians are small-scale farmers struggling with poverty and 
food security. It is importantly, though, to keep in mind that the findings might have been different 
depending on the choice of regions as well as villages and individuals. The two regions in question 
are selected as they were found to be especially interesting within this particular frame of research 
as they are agriculturally challenged on the small-scale farmer level (see the context, next chapter), 
which increases the likelihood of livelihood diversification to take place. Furthermore, Arusha town 
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is fairly easily accessible by bus and facilities such as car rental are available. While this is merely a 
practical precondition, it is a significant one, which should not be overlooked in a time-limited 
study.  
 
The reasoning behind the choice of villages endured much methodological speculation. Even so, 
Mateves Village in Arusha Region and Sigino Village in Manyara Region were in fact selected 
quite randomly. Desk ambitions often diminish in real life as a consequence of circumstances. 
Lower prevalence of crop-growing small-scale farmers was expected in these northern regions - in 
fact, it was one of the variables that caused their selection. Facing the unfortunate situation of not 
being able to locate a single crop-growing village was, however, unexpected. Mateves was hence 
the result of long-lasting despair, which finally ended through its discovery. Sigino, on the other 
hand, was the result of an attempt to avoid a similar situation in Manyara that included consultation 
of the local population in advance. One condition was a requirement though, when choosing the 
second village. As the first village has a fairly reliable road and market access, the second should be 
more isolated. This priority was based on the perception that this is a significant factor influencing 
the possibilities of livelihood diversification. While this was not for the sake of conducting a 
comparative study, it was rather an attempt to obtain knowledge on livelihoods based on different 
basic fundamentals. 
 
In Manyara Village the settlements are far apart as the fields surround the houses (see the next 
chapter for further descriptions on villages as well as regions). The households were selected 
randomly in accordance with the appearance of the potential interviewees, some in the village area 
and some in their houses. This method did not allow for much influence on the difference in 
economic and social status etc. Still, the five respondents represent different genders, ages, family 
sizes, assets, activities etc. In Sigino Village the settlements are on the top of a hill, with the fields 
surrounding the entire village. Hence, the settlements are closer gathered, which could have 
simplified the selection and making of contact, but again this failed. The first interviewee in Sigino 
Village insisted on arranging the introductions for the subsequent interviews by means of which he 
selected the next four candidates. Persistence, however, ensured that at least one woman was 
included.   
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2.3 Choice of Theory 
Departing from the research question and research field described, two key concepts immediately 
emerge. These are Food Security and Livelihood Diversification, which are both comprehensive 
and complex concepts that call for thorough examination in order to fully grasp the conditions and 
impacts involved. The mechanisms, planning, speculation, processes, gambling and work 
comprised in these concepts and the levels and factors involved go way beyond the core of the 
concepts, which might in fact merely be concerned with a question as simple as having a sufficient 
amount of maize at one’s disposal. Underlying these powerful concepts is a reality of 
insurmountable barriers and slippery slopes, of despair, hope, desertion and disappointment, and of 
paralysis, last resorts, desperate means and survival. These are concepts so evident and decisive that 
they should not only be well-defined in order to be applied to a case study - they need a theoretical 
perspective from which reality can be explored.  
 
The theory selected for this thesis is thus focused on food security and lack of such, on the adverse 
types of livelihood diversification and the incentives for engagement. It seeks to express the 
comprehensiveness and complexity that these key concepts contain. A wide range of researchers is 
included for the purpose of discussing the concepts and questioning one assumption with another. 
The theoretical discussion is subsequently utilised as a point of departure for the empirical analysis. 
However, it is important to emphasise that the theoretical framework is not to be confirmed nor 
denied, as the empirical findings are the selected focus. Rather, the theoretical framework 
contributes to explaining the empirical findings. 
2.4 Choice of Empirical Material 
Most of the empirical material used for the analysis consists of primary data gathered during 
fieldwork in Tanzania in the period of September to November 2006. Besides the 10 interviews 
conducted with small-scale farmers in Mateves and Sigino Village respectively, three expert 
interviews were conducted during this period. These were conducted for different reasons and are 
used to a differing extent. The first expert interview was with a Danida advisor with expertise in 
agriculture in Tanzania. The purpose of this was mainly to expand background information and 
knowledge and this is hence not directly used in the thesis. Secondly, while in Manyara, an 
interview was made with the Agricultural and Livestock Development Officer in the District. This 
was partly of curiosity in order to match the district level perception of the daily life constraints 
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faced by small-scale farmers with the concerns and problems expressed by the farmers themselves, 
and partly in order to obtain permission to conduct the village interviews (see section 2.4.1). 
Finally, the Assistant Director of National Food Security was interviewed in Dar es Salaam with the 
dual purpose of discussing food security policy in relation to the MKUKUTA and following up on 
unintelligible issues encountered in the northern regions. While only the latter of these interviews is 
used directly within this thesis as a product, they have all been important steps in the process 
leading to this product. 
 
Besides the primary data is a limited amount of secondary data, which primarily comprises the 
statistical agricultural survey “National Sample Census of Agriculture 2002/2003: Small Holder 
Agriculture” produced in a collaboration among a number of Tanzanian governmental agencies, the 
MKUKUTA, and a few relevant publications on the agricultural development in Tanzania. This 
material, as well as the three expert interviews conducted in Tanzania, has the main purpose of 
triangulate the findings of the two villages. As the village interviews focuses on the individual 
livelihoods of ten selected households, triangulation is difficult. No one else than the villagers in 
question holds the precise knowledge of their livelihoods. One could have had the findings partially 
confirmed by for instance the neighbours of the households, based on their observations. This 
would not have been very polite though. The most suitable sources of triangulation hence appear to 
be people with extensive knowledge of rural livelihoods in general and of the contextual settings. 
The above mentioned materials and key interviewees were selected based on these considerations. 
2.5 Planning and Conducting Fieldwork 
Planning and conducting fieldwork appeared to be even more time consuming and effort demanding 
than expected. Thorough planning can facilitate much, but unexpected events might still occur, 
delaying or complicating the process. This is likely to be even more pronounced in an African 
context or in developing countries in general.  
2.5.1 Fieldwork Constraints 
Making contacts in advance was difficult and was a time-consuming factor in the grant application 
process as well as after arriving in Dar es Salaam. Also, the national power supply situation 
impeded computer usage in both Dar es Salaam and in the field, requiring thorough planning 
considerations. Furthermore, obtaining a research permit is an extremely bureaucratic process in 
Tanzania, which requires a much longer stay in the country. This was unfortunately not possible. 
  12
Lacking a research permit was quite a problem. In Mateves village, several individuals informed 
that we should not be making interviews without permission of the village council. Meeting the 
village council for permission was however not desired without the research permit. This was 
embarrassingly impolite, but necessary in order to carry out the interviews. Prior to the visit in 
Sigino village we therefore meet with the district office and managed to get their written permission 
based on a written request from the Royal Danish Embassy in Dar es Salaam. Having obtained this 
permission we visited the village council in Sigino village, who fortunately allowed the interviews. 
It was surprising that so much fuss was made about a few interviews for a school assignment. 
However, I had been warned about this when interviewing the Danida Adviser in Morogoro. The 
tense sensitivity surrounding the interviewing of farmers had other consequences. The initial 
intension was to tape the interviews in order to make transcriptions from which the analysis could 
depart. This was unfortunately prevented by the farmers themselves. They did not allow taping. 
Whether or not this reflected the same sensitivity, from the farmers’ point of view, is uncertain. 
What on the contrary is certain is the fact that the interviews were not taped and that I had to make 
do with note taking.  
2.5.2 Using an Interpreter 
Working with an interpreter can be difficult. Misperceptions occur and important details can be lost 
in the process. However, cautions can be taken to avoid such risks, and if a good teamwork is 
developed, having an interpreter can be advantageous. A local person is usually aware of possible 
stigmas and can translate questions accordingly. He can even bridge cultural differences. 
Furthermore, a skilled interpreter with local knowledge can advise on which questions might be 
superfluous and which to add. 
 
Through contacts made during a previous stay in Tanzania, a professor at Dar es Salaam University 
recommended a suitable interpreter. His name was Pascal, a previous student at the university. 
Pascal lived in Arusha, had just finished his bachelor in Social Science and had not yet found a job. 
Furthermore, he was born and raised in Manyara as the son of large-scale farmers and was hence in 
possession of knowledge of agriculture as well as the relevant areas. His English was excellent, he 
was friendly, intelligent and very engaged in my fieldwork. All in all, I could not have had a better 
interpreter. 
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I found it important to thoroughly explain to him the focus of my master thesis and the purpose of 
my fieldwork. Thus he would understand the reasoning for the questions and be able to judge when 
a response needed elaboration. He was thus also enabled to suggest changes in the wording in order 
to avoid stigmas and cultural inappropriateness. We spent a considerable amount of time debating 
how to conduct the interviews, as we were both concerned with the flow of the interviews. The 
interviewees had to wait with patience while Pascal translated the answers of each question to me, 
and I formulated elaborating questions. At times this felt like it was interfering with the flow of the 
interview, especially concerning the more sensitive issues, such as starvation. However, after a 
while we developed an understanding where Pascal only translated answers that were different from 
previous ones. This way the balance between disruption to the interview and my influence was 
ideal. 
2.5.3 Interview Guide 
The interview guide (see appendix 1) was prepared prior to arriving in Dar es Salaam. At the first 
meeting with Pascal he translated the interview guide (see appendix 2) and later on another English 
and Swahili speaking person translated it back in order to ensure the correct meaning of the 
questions. After the first interview the questions were reassessed and alterations were made. Section 
6 (see below) was altered several times as it continued to cause methodological problems. The 
interview guide was an indispensable tool during the interviews. It facilitated the advantages of 
semi-structured interviews and provided a point of departure to which we continuously could return.  
 
The interview guide consists of six sections, each with its separate purpose. Section 1 addresses the 
basic information, this being name, age, number of people in the household, size of plot etc. Section 
2 focuses on the agricultural patterns and seeks to uncover the types of crops grown and whether 
they are for subsistence or sale, yields, livestock, access to markets and so on. In order to gain an 
even better understanding of these patterns, the agricultural methods are included as well. These are 
in section 3, where labour, technical equipment, means of transportation and storage facilities are 
the main issues. These sections are the basis of a conversation with a duration of approximately 30 
minutes. At this point the atmosphere is becoming more relaxed and the interviewees are less 
uncomfortable having this peculiar foreigner and her translator asking personal questions. Hence, 
the 4th section deals with the more awkward questions relating to times of crisis when food is short.  
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Section 5 is a ranking exercise, which partly serves as a tool to re-establish the moods, but also 
contributes to understanding the gravity of the adverse constraints as well as providing unsuspected 
explanations and amusing anecdotes. A general problem with ranking exercises is that individuals 
tend to ascribe different values to the various scores, which impedes comparison (Mikkelsen 
1994:98). The average score might be higher for some respondents, while not necessarily reflecting 
that they are experiencing more constraints but simply that they categorise them differently. While 
comparisons between the respondents therefore might not be possible, ranking as a method can still 
provide an insight into which constraints are experienced as more severe by the respondent, 
reflecting the livelihood of that particular individual. Unfortunately, the individuals presented in this 
case study had a tendency to categorise all the constraints within the highest category. They 
apparently perceive them all as severe and are incapable of distinguishing between the degrees of 
severity. Still, the exercise was very useful as it brought about explanations of the constraints and 
hereby unravelled information that would otherwise not have been delivered. The purpose of 
section 6 was to understand the seasonal connection between types of activities. While it did not 
function as a means for expression of seasons as a spatial resource, as intended, even after being 
altered several times, it provided a useful discussion of the different seasons. This included 
information about food access, price changes and activities undertaken. 
2.6 Fieldwork Results 
After the fieldwork has been conducted the process is far from complete. The transformation of 
field notes to a coherent analysis takes much time and many considerations are needed, regarding 
the precise method with which to utilise the result as well as ensuring validity.  
2.6.1 Using the Results 
When initiating the usage of the fieldwork results, considerations need to be made regarding 
whether the findings should be addressed for the individual households or as a unified group. Many 
issues of the household livelihoods were common, while others were diverse. Hence, it was 
necessary to work across the levels of individuals and groups in order to include all relevant 
findings. For this reason, the findings were collected into one group including all ten households, 
two groups including the households of Sigino and Mateves village respectively and finally ten 
groups of individual findings. This was time consuming, but proved beneficial in the process of 
compiling the analysis. The village findings are presented as individual résumés in appendix 3 and 
4. 
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During the analytical process it became clear that the study would have benefited from a follow-up 
visit in the villages. Some details were a bit confused and important questions arose. Had the time 
frame and finances allowed for such visit it would have been possible to have these issues clarified.  
2.6.2 Validity of Material and Results 
When conducting fieldwork and drawing conclusions based on the results, many potential sources 
of error occur. Some relate to the methods applied and others are a consequence of contextual 
misperception, misleading assumption, or merely inadequate time.  
 
At the interview in the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security, the questions were prepared in 
advance and the responses were instantly entered on a lap-top computer. This facilitated a fairly 
precise and literal capturing of the responses. The disadvantages included that it was not possible 
simultaneously to comprehend the meaning of the responses and formulate elaborating questions. 
Furthermore, it must have seemed peculiar to the interviewee that the interviewer was more 
absorbed with typing than meeting his eyes while he spoke. Hence, such an interview method 
would benefit from the presence of two interviewers - one interviewing and one typing. 
 
As mentioned, the village interviews were not taped and therefore not transcribed. Consequently, 
the analysis is made based on field notes. However, notes were made by the translator as well and 
compared subsequently to the interviews. This was usually done the same evening in order for the 
interviews to be fresh in recollection. Hereby, the notes are likely to be of a rather precise nature. 
Still, this restraint does undoubtedly have consequences for the validity of the findings. It is 
inevitable to misinterpret some statements when the precise wording is not available. However, 
while misinterpretation might occur more frequently when an analysis is based merely on field 
notes, it can hardly be precluded even by the use of taping. As the interviews within this case study 
have the factual purpose of acquiring knowledge of the livelihoods of the interviewees rather than a 
nature of opinions, note taking can be argued to be less problematic. Facts, such as annual yields 
and types of activities, are easier to reproduce adequately by note taking than points of view 
requiring discourse analysis or more implicit analysis in general. Still, this limitation made the 
usage of field quotes impossible, which indeed can be highly descriptive and of profound 
significance. Only one field quote is used within the analysis of this thesis as it was written down on 
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site in the excitement of its content. The possibility of the inclusion of more quotes would have 
been highly desirable. It was necessary to do without quotes, but this was indeed manageable.   
 
In the development of the interview guide the balance between open and closed questions was 
considered. Some entirely closed questions were necessary, such as ‘How many people does your 
household contain?’  With regards to other issues the balance was more complex. The intention was 
for the question not to be too leading, which might have influenced the answers. Attempting to 
clarify coping strategies was hence formulated as ‘Do you have special activities that you only do 
during food shortages? What?’ This question was obviously not asked until the existence of food 
shortages was confirmed. Still, it includes the perception that people should have such activities, 
which might have influenced the answers. With the usage of leading questions some influence on 
the answer is expected, which hereby can reduce the reliability of the findings (Kvale 1997:156f). 
The reliability would for this reason perhaps have benefited from a more open question. However, 
Steiner Kvale argues that leading questions can be a necessity in order to clarify issues not 
addressed on the initiative of the interviewees (Kvale 1997:157). This appeared to be the case in the 
village interviews. Only one out of ten respondents gave the response that he borrows food in times 
of crisis. While it is very plausible that several other of the households are engaged in this activity, 
they did not mention it as they were not directly asked. In this way, and in line with the argument of 
Kvale, leading questions might even increase reliability (Kvale 1997:157). The balance between 
open and closed questions, although given much consideration, might have caused the loss of 
important information, hereby resulting in inaccurate conclusions. 
 
Furthermore, the choice of interviewees incontrovertibly determines the results. Had other 
individuals, households and villages been chosen then the explanations given, the constraints 
emphasised, and the stories told would quite possibly have been different. This is not problematic, 
though, as the focus of this study is merely the ten households interviewed. Still, the understanding 
of the livelihood of poor, small-scale farmers in Tanzania might have been slightly different at least. 
Robert Chambers is concerned with this issue as he considers that the interviewees whom 
researchers are likely to select are not representative of the social group, community etc. in question 
(Chambers 1983:13ff). He argues hereby that the studies conducted by researchers often deviate 
from the studies that the researchers had intended to do or even believed they had done. According 
to Chambers, the reasons for the unfortunate selections are many. Most significantly, though, 
appears to be that of Spatial bias: “…the hazards of dirt roads, the comfort of the visitor, the 
  17
location of places to visit and places for spending nights, and the shortages of both time and fuel 
dictate a preference for tarmac roads and for travel close to urban centres.” (Chambers 1983:13) 
 
Following this line of thought, one could argue that the fact that both Mateves and Sigino Villages 
are accessible by car and can be reached within a time frame that allows access to accommodation 
questions the authenticity of the small-scale farmers as a group. However, the road access from 
Sigino is very poor and possibly similar to most Tanzanian villages. It is not plausible that people 
can subsist in areas where the road access is much worse, as this determines the market access, 
which is vital for both marketing of crops and other produce as well as for the supply of other 
commodities. Such villages, if existing, would make an excellent case for a study on complete self-
sufficiency. Mateves Village is located alongside a tarmac road, which makes an interesting 
counterpart for investigating options and varieties in livelihood diversification. 
 
A number of the other biases that Chambers refers to are likely to have a more critical influence on 
the choice of interviewees for this fieldwork, however. Among these are the Elite bias, the Male 
bias, the Active, present and living bias (Chambers 1983:18-19), not to mention the Dry season bias 
(Chambers 1983:20). Chambers suggests that within a community, or village in this case, the people 
volunteering to participate in whatever sort of research do not constitute a random section of the 
community. They usually represent the elite of the community and are often male. Also, the people 
that an outsider encounters are the active ones as these are more visible. “Fit, happy, children 
gather around the Jeep or Land Rover, not those who are apathetic, weak and miserable. Dead 
children are rarely seen. The sick lie in their huts. Inactive old people are often out of sight…” 
(Chambers 1983:19). 
 
For the entire five interviews conducted in Mateves and the first one in Sigino, the interviewees 
were, as mentioned, selected as they randomly appeared. Four out of these six people were 
encountered outside their settlements, actively participating in the daily life of the community, 
while only two were found inside their respective houses. Furthermore, the remaining four people 
interviewed in Sigino Village were, as mentioned, selected by a resident of the village. It is 
consequently probable that these represented the ‘elite’ of the community. Also, they were all male, 
apart from the woman selected on request. If another selection method were applied, the 
interviewees might have been poorer, less active, of a lower status and constituting more females. In 
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turn, such a selection might have resulted in an understanding of the livelihoods in these specific 
villages, which were closer to reality. The same can be said with regards to the Dry season bias as 
the choice of another time of year might have provided a different optic impression as well as 
different responses from the interviewees. Had the study been conducted during food shortages, the 
likeliness of the phenomenon having ascribed more severity seems inevitable. 
 
Another critical methodological aspect of fieldwork pointed out by Robert Chambers calls for 
reflection. It is impertinent, provocative and unfortunately perhaps even partially true. 
 
”Let us examine the phenomenon. The visit may be for one day or several. The ‘tourists’ or visitors 
may come from a foreign country, a capital city, a seat of regional or provincial government, a 
district headquarters, or some smaller urban place. Most commonly they are government officials – 
administrators, health staff, agriculturalists, veterinarians, animal husbandry staff, educators, 
community developers, engineers, foresters, or inspectors of this and that; but they may also be 
private technical specialists, academic researchers, the staff of voluntary agencies, journalists, 
diplomats, politicians, consultants, or the staff of aid agencies. Differing widely in race, nationality, 
religion, profession, age, sex, language, interests, prejudices, conditioning and experience, these 
visitors nevertheless usually have three things in common: they come from urban areas; they want 
to find something out; and they are short of time…Whatever their private feelings, (indifferent, 
suspicious, amused, anxious, irritated, or enthusiastic), the rural people put on their best face and 
receive the visitor well. According to ecology, economy and culture, he is given goats, garlands, 
coconut milk, coca-cola, coffee, tea, or milk. Speeches are made. Schoolchildren sing or clap. 
Photographs are taken…As the day wears on and heats up, the visitor becomes less inquisitive, asks 
fewer questions, and is finally glad to retire…The village returns to normal, no longer wearing its 
special face. When darkness falls and people talk more freely, the visitor is not there…Shortages of 
time, the importance of the visitor, and the desire for information separately or together influence 
what is perceived. Lack of time drives out the open-ended question; the visitor imposes meanings 
through what is asked. Checking is impossible, and prudent, hopeful, or otherwise self-serving lies 
become accepted as facts.” (Chambers 1983:11f) 
 
The two village visits were not announced in advance, and the livelihood of the villagers were 
hence not staged with traditional dressing or practices, nor were songs prepared. However, the 
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essence of the quote, the critique between the lines, somehow feels legitimate. Indeed, several 
issues emerging from this quote are to some extent relevant for methodological considerations 
connected to the conducted fieldwork. First of all, there is the distance, for lack of a better word, 
between the interviewer and the interviewees - the us-and-them paradox, which appears impossible 
to surmount during a visit this short. How this influences the fieldwork results is uncertain, still, it is 
unrealistic to think that it does not. Secondly, not entirely detached from the first issue, is the risk 
that the responses are based on the perception of what the interviewer prefers to hear or on what the 
interviewees for different reasons prefer the interviewer to think. Third, shortage of time was a 
problem. A longer stay would possibly have increased the understanding of people’s livelihoods. 
Fourth and finally, the notion that tiredness appears after a whole day of interviewing strange 
people with the sun beating down is not to rebut. Consequently, this might have decreased the 
attention paid to the last questions of the day. 
 
All these are fine arguments and sources of error, which are difficult to prevent during fieldwork of 
this limited capacity. Hence, one has to accept that the fieldwork results do not necessarily, in all 
aspects, represent reality. Still, the fieldwork results reflect the version of these livelihoods that the 
ten families choose to share, subjectively conveyed by the interpreter and the interviewer. Having 
this notion in mind, and consequently not expecting results representing an ultimate truth, facilitates 
a capability to apply the results in a valid manner. 
2.6.3 Scientific Positioning 
The scientific positioning of this thesis has indeed been indicated throughout this chapter, especially 
within the previous section. It entails the perception that reality and truth do exist, though 
independent of the observer.  Even the most significant elements of reality can simply be out of 
reach for the observer to observe. This scientific positioning is the one shared with the critical 
realists (Hansen and Simonsen 2004:130ff). Within critical realism knowledge is considered 
incomplete and limited as to what can be observed. Following this line of thought, theory can reflect 
reality but not capture the entirety. This acceptance of theory as a valid reflection of reality 
expresses necessity in the way that these are the premises that research must settle for. Essential for 
the critical realism is also the emphasis on abduction as a methodological approach, contrary to 
induction and deduction. Abduction does not attempt generalisation from observations, nor does it 
seek to verify or reject theories. Instead abduction is a process where the most plausible explanation 
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of complex events in their concrete context is uncovered through the analysis of concepts and 
suppositions (Hansen and Simonsen 2004:130ff). 
 
This scientific positioning is reflected in this thesis as the field findings are not generalised into 
universalism, which is also pronounced through the research question that merely addresses the 
households included in the case study. Furthermore, the theoretical framework comprises, as 
mentioned, a discussion and clarification of the key concepts. The theory is not intended to be 
verified or rejected, as the case study findings are not considered as more than good examples (see 
section 2.1, Flyvbjerg). The theoretical concepts are used to explain the field findings and the 
adverse livelihood mechanisms identified. Those theoretical concepts failing to provide causes and 
connections are rather considered inapplicable for the specific case and context, than wrong. They 
simply reflect another reality. 
2.7 Design of Thesis   
This thesis is divided into four parts as illustrated in the design on the following page. The first part 
comprises introduction and methodology and is now approaching its end. The second part will 
constitute the theoretical framework and the context of the case study. Within the theoretical 
framework the key concepts are defined and discussed. The purpose of this is to establish a frame 
within which the field findings can be analysed. This facilitates the analysis of the engagement in 
and motivation for livelihood diversification as well as the assessment of the food security status for 
the ten households in question. The purpose of the next chapter is similar as it describes the case in 
question and hence provides the necessary understanding of the context in which the livelihoods 
persist. This chapter comprises the important object of triangulation, as it sets the frame of reality. 
Field findings not in line with facts and statistics presented in this part are given further attention. 
The second part is thus providing an entrance to the analysis. The third part is the essence of the 
thesis, the analysis. Within this part, the field findings are presented and analysed leading to the 
answering of the research question. Finally, the fourth part provides the final conclusions, which are 
further put into perspective. 
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3 Theoretical Framework 
In this chapter the theoretical framework is established, which is applied later as an explanatory 
point of reference for the analysis. The theoretical framework constitutes a discussion of a number 
of key concepts that are significant for processing the research question. As food security is the 
object, the discussion will take its point of departure from this concept, including a definition of the 
concept and a discussion of what ensures food security as well as the different ways in which it can 
be lacking. Subsequently, livelihood diversification is discussed as the means to obtain food 
security. This discussion is initiated with a definition of the concept and continues with the adverse 
incitements for livelihood diversification, the different types of livelihood diversification and finally 
the unequal access to and outcome of livelihood diversification, with a special focus on non-farm 
activities.  
3.1 Food Security  
Food security is a term widely used, on different scales as well as in different associations. In its 
initial conception, food security was a global supply problem, concerned with the world’s food 
production and a growing population (Pottier 1999:11). However, since today it is a well-
established fact that global food production is indeed sufficient to fill the nutritional needs of the 
world’s population (Lappé, Collins, and Rosset 1988:8ff), a gradual shift has taken place towards 
the issue of household and individual access to food (Devereux and Maxwell 2001:13). In this light 
the term has since made a serious impact on the development debate as it is generally accepted that 
food insecurity is interlinked with poverty (Devereux and Maxwell 2001:67).  
3.1.1 Availability and Accessibility 
The term food security is also used on a national level, but Devereux emphasises that it is not to be 
confused with national food self-sufficiency, as this does not guarantee food security. Further, self-
sufficiency may be unsustainable in the long run because of population growth and natural resource 
constraints (Devereux 1997:15). Devereux thus argues that “[d]epending on each country’s factor 
endowments, a more lucrative and perhaps even safer option might be to produce and export high-
value crops or manufactured goods, and to purchase some proportion of national staple food 
requirements on world markets” (Devereux 1997:8). 
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A view represented by Obasanjo and d’Orville contests this notion of national self-sufficiency being 
an insignificant factor in ensuring food security while arguing that “…national food security is 
simply not synonymous with national food self-sufficiency but involves both availability and access 
to food. It is, nonetheless, very clear that an important element in the attainment of national food 
security…is food self-sufficiency and agricultural development.” (UNECA in Obasanjo and 
d’Orville 1992:40). Hence, national self-sufficiency might facilitate the achievement of national 
food security but neither ensures it nor expresses it. Further, food security depends upon food 
availability as well as accessibility, and while national food self-sufficiency does not equal national 
food security, it does ensure food availability. Consequently, national food self-sufficiency or even 
national food production is of significance in the question of food security. Especially in an African 
context: “African countries facing acute short-term degradation in food security also tend to show a 
long-term decline in their per capita food production. Of course production does not necessarily 
mean availability, but the two are closely connected in Africa.” (Braun et al. 1999:31). Thus, food 
availability facilitates food accessibility, but does not ensure it, as accessibility is determined by a 
number of factors. 
 
“Access to food encompasses physical and economic aspects. Physical access to food relates to 
both the adequacy of supply and to the efficiency of the distribution system, including storage, 
preservation, transport, marketing, and processing. Economic access to food relates to the ability of 
groups of people to establish entitlement over a requisite amount of food.” (Obasanlo & d’Orville 
1992:53). 
 
These factors are all evident to ensure food accessibility and availability and hereby food security 
on a national as well as household level. While availability is a function of national food 
production, or national purchase of staple food requirements from the world market as suggested by 
Devereux, accessibility is dependent on the individual households and their capability of physically 
and financially accessing food. 
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3.1.2 States of Food Insecurity 
Food security is usually defined by reliable access to an adequate intake of calories1 (Devereux & 
Maxwell 2001:20). Conversely, food insecurity is the lack of access to sufficient food and can be 
either chronic or transitory. As chronic food insecurity is associated with a continuous lack of 
access to sufficient food, transitory food insecurity is only a temporary decline in a household’s 
food access. While chronic food insecurity results from the inability to produce or acquire enough 
food, transitory food insecurity can be caused by many different factors (Reutlinger 1987 
reproduced in Salih in (Ed.) Salih 1994:11; Salih 1995:5f). According to Swift and Hamilton the 
most common triggers for episodes of transitory household food insecurity are drought, disease, 
market risk due to poor spatial arbitrage, fire, animal diseases and conflict (Swift and Hamilton in 
Devereux & Maxwell 2001:67). 
 
This clear distinction between chronic and transitory food insecurity is expressed throughout most 
literature on food security (Devereux & Maxwell 2001; Salih 1994; Obasanjo & d’Orville 1992 
etc.). A situation of chronic food insecurity is presented as the failure of a household in making a 
livelihood for whatever the reason. Transitory food insecurity, on the contrary, is something which 
the unfortunate household is exposed to. It is most often explained by external factors taking place 
beyond the power of the household, interrupting people’s otherwise sustainable livelihoods. Bearing 
this distinction in mind, Robert Chambers provides an interesting point:  
 
“Most of the poor rural people in the world live in areas of marked wet-dry tropical seasons. For 
the majority whose livelihoods depend on cultivation the most difficult time of year is usually the 
wet season, especially before the first harvest. Food is short, food prices are high, work is hard, 
and infections are prevalent. Malnutrition, morbidity and mortality all rise, while body weights 
decline.” (Chambers 1983:20). 
 
This quote, describing rural livelihoods during the wet season, presents food insecurity as being 
seasonally determined. Furthermore, it implies that the typical poor rural household frequently 
experiences unfortunate but somehow expected situations between harvests, which result in food 
                                                 
1 One of the most common definitions is consumption of at least 80% of the required daily calorie intake defined by 
WHO (Devereux & Maxwell 2001:20). 
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shortages. This is not an exceptional emergency situation, but simply a part of life in a world where 
sustainable livelihoods are a luxury for the fortunate few. Following this description, food 
insecurity is hence not necessarily a permanent situation, nor is it necessarily a situation of 
unpredicted emergency. 
  
3.2 Livelihood Diversification 
The term ‘Livelihood diversification’ comprises two concepts, both highly integrated into the 
vocabulary of development theories. Definitions are many, although varying only to a small degree. 
Frank Ellis refers to the dictionary definition of the concept ‘livelihood’. “Its dictionary definition is 
a ‘means to living’, which straightaway makes it more than merely synonymous with income 
because it directs attention to the way in which a living is obtained, not just the net results in terms 
of income received or consumption attained.” (Ellis 2000:7).  Hence, keeping this argument in 
mind, it is significant to distinguish between the terms livelihood diversification and income 
diversification, as livelihood contains a more comprehensive meaning. Many definitions have been 
created in attempts to capture the comprehensiveness of this meaning. The following two 
definitions seem to have a similar meaning while approached differently. 
 
“Livelihood expresses the idea of actors ‘striving to make a living, attempting to meet their various 
consumption and economic necessities, coping with uncertainties, responding to new opportunities, 
and choosing between different value positions’” (N. Long  1997 cited by Jochem Zoetelief in Lont 
and Hospes (eds) 2004) 
 
“A popular definition is that provided by Chambers and Conway… wherein a livelihood ‘comprises 
the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and access) and activities required for a means of 
living’” (Ellis 2000:7) 
 
The most significant difference between these quotes is the way in which livelihood is seen as a 
number of actions actively undertaken on the one hand, and as the capacity required to undertake 
actions on the other. While the first quote describes what livelihood expresses, the second focuses 
on what livelihood comprises. Neither of these descriptions is wrong and they are not necessarily in 
disagreement; the definitions are just approached on different levels. Hence, when applying a 
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concept such as ‘livelihood’ one needs to clarify the exact meaning ascribed to this comprehensive 
word in the specific context. Within this thesis, livelihood is mainly used as part of the term 
livelihood diversification. 
 
With regards to ‘diversification’ Frank Ellis provides a definition of his own: 
 
“The terms diversity and diversification in a livelihood context need further clarification. Diversity 
refers to the existence, at a point in time, of many different income sources…Diversification, on the 
other hand, interprets the creation of diversity as an ongoing social and economic process, 
reflecting factors of both pressure and opportunity that cause families to adopt increasingly 
intricate and diverse livelihood strategies…While both diversity and diversification may be taken 
overall to mean multiple and multiplying income sources, they are more often invoked in the rural 
development context to imply diversification away from farming as the predominant or primary 
means of rural survival.” (Ellis 2000:14) 
 
Bearing in mind that Ellis emphasises the importance of distinguishing between income and 
livelihood diversification, this definition contains surprising elements. While livelihood 
diversification has a more comprehensive meaning than merely diversification of incomes, the 
above quote indicates that the most common livelihood diversification is indeed diversification of 
incomes. Still, this does not exclude activities that are not accumulating income in the monetary 
sense of the word from being part of livelihood diversification. Several activities can contribute to 
subsistence without ever being converted into cash, e.g. gathering of wood or fruits. Ellis supports 
this interpretation when stating improved standard of living as the immediate goal contrary to 
merely increased income. “Rural livelihood diversification is defined as the process by which rural 
households construct an increasingly diverse portfolio of activities and assets in order to survive 
and to improve their standard of living.” (Ellis 2000:15). This quote further includes the aspect that 
the engagement in livelihood diversification can entail different incentives, for example survival or 
an improved standard of living. 
3.3 Incentives for Livelihood Diversification 
The incentives for livelihood diversification are many and diverse; so are the methods for doing so 
and the results and consequences. According to Ellis, the reason why households pursue 
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diversification can be explained by either one of two considerations: necessity or choice (Ellis 
2000:54). “Necessity refers to involuntary and distress reasons for diversifying…Choice, by 
contrast, refers to voluntary and proactive reasons…” (Ellis 2000:54). Hence, from this point of 
view, livelihood diversification can either be a response to troubled times or part of a livelihood 
strategy with a more long-term planning perspective (Ellis 2000:61f). A similar line of thought is 
provided by Hussein and Nelson, who refer to a survey on the motivation for undertaking 
diversification conducted in Burkino Faso. This survey suggests that push factors as well as pull 
factors motivate people to engage in such activities (Hussein and Nelson 1998:10). Barretta, 
Reardon and Webb reuse these terms, adding an elaborated explanation that partly supports the 
distinction provided by Ellis. 
 
 “From the ‘push factor perspective’, diversification is driven by limited risk bearing capacity in the 
presence of incomplete or weak financial systems that create strong incentives to select a portfolio 
of activities in order to stabilize income flows and consumption, by constraints in labor and land 
markets, and by climatic uncertainty. From the ‘pull factor perspective’, local engines of growth 
such as commercial agriculture or proximity to an urban area create opportunities for income 
diversification in production- and expenditure-linkage activities.” (Barretta et al. 2001:316). 
 
The essential element of this definition is the way in which neither the push factor nor the pull 
factor is described as expressing a necessity. They are both voluntary. Clearly, diversification as an 
act driven by the push factor is indeed motivated by a need for risk minimisation. This implies an 
aspect of prevention against distress and troubled times and hence contains a long-term planning 
perspective. Livelihood diversification in this case is thus not presented as a response to troubled 
times. It is implemented in order to avoid disaster, rather than as a consequence of disaster. Hence, 
this definition of the push factor does not equal the notion of necessity presented by Ellis. Still, one 
could argue that measures to prevent terminal consequences are in fact a necessity. Such an 
argument appears to ignore the precise meaning of the word added by Ellis, however. The element 
of despair is significant as it possibly influences the methods implemented for livelihood 
diversification. 
 
”In the literature, there is an implication, in part, with respect to this dichotomy that diversification 
for distress reasons is a bad thing. It results in household members undertaking casual or low 
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productivity activities with poor prospects. Put another way ‘it is a last resort rather than an 
attractive alternative livelihood’ ” (Ghosh and Bharadwaj (1992) reproduced in Ellis 2000:56).  
 
Even when not addressing whether or not diversification for distress reasons is a bad thing, this 
quote implies that it is essential to differentiate between the different meanings added to the term 
necessity. Necessity, in the sense of responding to troubled times and taking refuge in livelihood 
diversification as a last resort, might include other prospects than the (to some extent) voluntary pull 
and push factors. Based on these differentiations, livelihood diversification appears to depart from 
three different incentives: 
- the voluntary pursuance of an increased standard of living; 
- the voluntary, but somewhat necessary, minimisation of risks; 
- or as an absolute necessary act for survival and coping. 
 
However, when phrasing these three incentives an immediate question arises. For a family enduring 
a livelihood requiring diversification for the purposes of risk minimisation and coping, increasing 
their standard of living seems rather significant. Is it possible, then, that the voluntary pursuance of 
an increased standard of living can entail an aspect of necessity? Thomas Reardon provides an even 
more complex distinction, adding an additional incentive. 
 
 “…households allocate (at least part of their) labor to the nonfarm sector either because relative 
returns are better in that sector, or because farm output is inadequate (because of drought or lack 
of land). This allocation can either be a long-term strategy (to manage agricultural risk, 
compensate for land constraints, or take advantage of profitable opportunities off-farm) or a short-
term strategy to cope with harvest shortfall and smooth incomes over years where there is failure in 
or absence of the crop insurance or consumption credit market” (Reardon 1997:742). 
 
Compensating for land constraints reproduces the incentive of an increased standard of living; 
however, it adds the aspect of necessity as the word compensation implies that the status quo is 
insufficient and diversification is thus necessary. 
3.3.1 Increased Standard of Living and Compensating for Land Constraints 
Increased standard of living and compensating for land constraints could be interpreted as 
expressing the same situation. Diversifying livelihoods as a response to enduring land constraints 
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includes an attempt to increase the standard of living as the land constraints hinder sufficient 
agricultural outcome and hence demand diversification as compensation. However, the type of 
incentive for livelihood diversification named Increased Standard of Living does not entail the 
aspect of necessity. It is defined as a voluntary act in order to increase the standard of living beyond 
basic needs. This definition is reproduced in the quote by Reardon when describing it as a profitable 
opportunity from which a household can take advantage. Hence, these incentives are far from equal. 
While they both concern an increased standard of living, the baselines constitute two completely 
differing situations; one seeking a more luxurious life, the other attempting simply to survive. 
 
Furthermore, risk minimisation, compensating land constraints and increased standard of living are 
represented as three different types of long-term strategies. Compensating land constraints describe 
a situation where agricultural activities are insufficient to support a household, and involvement in 
other activities is of a continuously necessary nature. Hence, this incentive arises from continuously 
unsustainable livelihoods and hence relates to chronic or recurrent food insecurity. The incitement 
for increased standard of living does, on the other hand, express a situation where food security has 
already been obtained. 
3.3.2 Risk Minimisation 
Risk minimisation, on the other hand, does not make sense in relation to chronic food insecurity. 
Minimising the risk of disaster is not appropriate when disaster has already occurred. Livelihood 
diversification with the incentive of risk minimisation is a preventive measure and hence beneficial 
in relation to transitory, as well as seasonal, food insecurity. Livelihood diversification in general 
tends to minimise risks, intentional or not, as it increases the flexibility of rural households to adapt 
to difficult circumstances (Braun et al. 1999; Devereux and Maxwell 2001; Ellis 2000; Hussein and 
Nelson 1998; Netting 1993; Pedersen 1999), whether caused by natural hazards, market 
fluctuations, social uncertainty, state actions, wars or similar (Ellis 1993; 2000:25; Møller 1998:5; 
Netting 1993). 
 
“Many millions of smallholders in Africa survive from one year to the next in harsh, semi-arid 
environments, constantly facing the threat of catastrophic disruption of production and 
consumption systems. Risk management… is inevitably a central element of the strategy of these 
smallholders…” (Braun et al. 1999:92) 
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Poor households are considered to be risk adverse owing to their vulnerability and fragile economic 
state (Ellis 2000:60; Brons 2005:64). They therefore typically have the incentive to diversify 
livelihoods in order to minimise risks even though this might decrease incomes. According to Ellis 
it is a common assumption that risk speculation is a trade-off between lower total income including 
smaller risk of income failure and higher total income subsequently including higher risk of income 
failure. While Ellis questions the validity of the assumed correlation between income and risk and 
even points to examples, he does not reconsider the perception of poor households being risk 
adverse and willing to trade high incomes for low risk. Ponte argues that risk minimisation alone 
does not make a livelihood strategy sustainable; it also depends on returns to capital and labour 
(Ponte 2002:157). Thus, while not pretending that incomes alone ensure sustainability of 
livelihoods, Ponte appears to be calling for a reasonable balance between income and risk. Brons, 
on the other hand, states that poor households are obliged to diversify, as “…their scarce 
endowments do not allow them to generate sufficient income by farming alone.” (Brons 2005:64). 
By this, Brons presents risk minimisation as an additional bonus obtained when diversifying 
livelihoods based on the incitement of compensating for land constraints. This perception is in 
contrast to the one provided by Ponte because it does not view the risk-income relation as a 
balanced priority, but rather as an interlinked object resulting from livelihood diversification. 
Hereby, Brons too dissociates himself from the assumption of risk speculation being a trade-off; he 
even suggests that “…involvement in supplementary activities is commonly considered to increase 
income…” (Brons 2005:64).  
 
While Møller realises that “Uncertainty surrounds all economic activity in a market economy”, he 
emphasises the fact that risk minimisation “…is especially important to the agricultural sector 
because of its dependency in (unpredictable) climatic conditions” (Møller 1998:3). Braun, Teklu 
and Webb further argue that production as well as income sources must be diversified and that the 
importance of this cannot be overemphasised (Braun et al. 1999:93). Hence, in order to minimise 
risks, it is necessary for small-scale farmers to diversify the types of crop produced and further 
ensure income from other sources as well. While supporting this argument Ellis calls attention to 
the fact that income-earning opportunities in rural areas are often exposed to the same risks. Own-
farm production and agricultural wage labour are both affected by climatic or marketing 
irregularities (see also sections 3.4.1 and 3.4.2). Hence, if livelihood diversification is to cause risk 
minimisation, the income sources have to exhibit a low correlation between the risks attached (Ellis 
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2000:60f). Consequently, if one crop or income fails the farm livelihood is decreased but not ruined. 
Livelihood diversification hereby provides flexibility among sources of income, in case primary 
activities fail, which helps to maintain livelihoods (Berry 1989a in Hussein and Nelson 1998:10). If 
risk minimisation is implemented sufficiently and successfully, the household will not have to 
resort to coping strategies. 
3.3.3 Coping Strategies 
Frank Ellis represents livelihood diversification due to necessity as a coping strategy. He further 
elaborates this incentive when stating that “…coping is the involuntary response to disaster of 
unanticipated failure in major sources of survival” (Ellis 2000:61). The additional aspect, which 
rises from this quote, is unanticipated. This choice of word indicates an element of surprise. In 
comparison with the three types of food insecurity identified in section 3.1.2, only transitory food 
insecurity comprises this element. Neither seasonal nor chronic food insecurity can be considered 
unanticipated. Still, the responses undertaken by households suffering from food insecurity are not 
likely to be of a voluntary nature, whether the condition is anticipated or not. Even though 
anticipation allows for consideration and long-term planning, a higher exposure to food insecurity 
rather increases vulnerability and thereby hampers resources for implementation of livelihood 
diversification strategies, which targets risk minimisation or compensation for land constraints. 
Karim Hussein and John Nelson (1998) share the perception that coping strategies are sometimes 
employed systematically in certain periods every year. This perception does not, however, exclude 
the possibility that households experiencing seasonal food insecurity in fact adopt coping strategies 
because their attempt to minimise risks fails.  
 
”Some households form expectations of periodic crisis and adapt their resource management 
strategy to take account of that risk. However, few households can prepare themselves for the 
extreme conditions faced during famine. At a given point in the process of risk containment, 
something snaps. Events take a feared but unavoidable turn for the worse. Subsequent household 
coping become just that: responses to things falling apart.” (Braun et al. 1999:95) 
 
Despite a long-term planning perspective and the inherent possibility of preventing disaster, coping 
strategies might be necessary. In cases when food insecurity has become a chronic condition, the 
question arises as to whether responses can still be categorised as coping. Susanna Davies addresses 
this issue as she ascertains that in such cases “[c]oping strategies have become the normal cycle of 
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activities…” (Davies 1996:56). In such cases, coping strategies are still the involuntary response to 
disaster, as defined by Ellis, but disaster and state of emergency have become the daily life norm. 
At some point however, even coping strategies might fail. 
 
“The final stage of adapting and responding to stress, which may become inescapable if famine 
conditions persist in the absence of external aid, involves the crumbling of all normal systems of 
survival. At this point, the diet of most households is dominated by unusual “famine foods” (roots, 
leaves, rodents), and victims are obliged to sell their remaining assets, including homes, fields, and 
clothes. If still able to do so, many households break up and leave their residences in search of 
assistance from distant relatives or at a relief camp. This is not coping; it is despair” (Davies 1996 
reproduced in Braun et al. 1998:14).  
 
Hence, based on the arguments presented by Davies, responses to food insecurity can no longer be 
considered coping strategies when the household fails to cope. The coping capability of a household 
depends on its vulnerability. 
3.3.4 Vulnerability 
The frequency by which a household experiences food insecurity and takes to coping strategies is 
determined by external as well as internal factors (Ellis 2000:62). The external factors can be 
climate, markets etc. and can be unanticipated as well as unavoidable. The internal factors, on the 
other hand, constitute the coping capability of the household, which is determined by endowment 
base, assets, food stocks, access to community support etc. (Braun et al. 1999:92; Ellis 2000:62). 
Consequently, the internal factors are those determining whether the household has the capacity to 
cope with the external factors. Braun, Teklu, and Webb emphasised the significance of the internal 
factors when stating that, 
 
”…the relationship between drought and famine is only strong where the resource base is poor, 
poverty is endemic, and public capacity for prevention and mitigation is weak…In other words, the 
drought-famine relationship in resource-poor African countries is not necessarily constant nor 
perpetual. It takes other factors to tip the balance.” (Braun et al. 1999:51)    
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The coping strategy applied and the consequences followed are hence a reflection of the 
vulnerability and coping capability of the household. The weaker the coping capability, the more 
likely it is that the consequences will be severe. 
3.3.5 Choosing to Starve 
A coping strategy can comprise elements other than achieving additional incomes. In order to 
maintain consumption levels, households can be compelled to use up savings and food stocks, sell 
livestock and other assets and so on. However, these sequences are likely to prioritise the protection 
of future income-generating capabilities (Ellis 2000:62). “It is only as a last resort that assets 
critical for future survival are sold or abandoned to stave off starvation” (Ellis 2000:62). Ellis 
(2000:62), Chambers (1995:23) as well as Braun, Teklu, and Webb (1999:91; 111) even argue that 
acceptance of periods of food shortages can be conscious decisions as part of a coping strategy. In 
order to preserve seeds for planting or to avoid selling the ox needed for ploughing, people are 
willing to starve. Swift and Hamilton discuss the term ‘choosing to starve’ and take the argument 
even further: 
 
 “…in real life, food insecure people make complex choices about trade-offs between acquiring food, 
selling and keeping assets, and maintaining some aspects of a valued lifestyle. In practice, 
destitution and starvation may be traded off against each other, rather than being experienced as 
synonymous.” (Swift and Hamilton quoted in Devereux & Maxwell 2001:81) 
 
According to this perspective, starvation is not only voluntarily endured when the alternative is at 
the expense of maintaining a future livelihood. Starvation is even claimed to be traded-off against a 
valued lifestyle. Braun, Teklu, and Webb flatten this argument when stressing that the decision to 
starve, however rational it might be, can only be abided by for a certain period of time. “…the 
balance of trade-offs between longer-term and short-term concerns suddenly shifts toward the latter 
- and the ‘rational’ response is simply to survive” (Braun et al. 1999:95). This quote further 
expresses the way in which incentives for livelihood diversification, whether comprising preventive 
measures or responses, are all restricted by the need to subsist. The calorie requirement of the 
human body is a determining factor, setting the frame of the individual livelihood control and 
possibilities. 
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3.4 The Diversity of Livelihood Diversification 
The diversity of livelihood diversification is high. As discussed in the previous section, the 
incentives for livelihood diversification can be diverse and there can be temporary engagement or a 
more long-term change. Depending on these preconditions as well as the contextual settings, 
different types of diversification can be implemented. Building up social support networks based on 
gift or food sharing or accumulating savings by, for example, storing food and other commodities, 
storing cash, and investing where possible in valuable disposable goods are common ways to 
diversify the safety net that allows a livelihood to be sustained. Migration to find employment 
elsewhere is an option available to most households. Yet, to diversify an income, whether in cash or 
natural produce, at the present domicile the household has three main options. These are on-farm 
diversification, off-farm activities, and non-farm activities (Møller 1998:3; Braun et al. 1999:93). 
 
On-farm diversification refers to diversified cultivation, whether on owner-occupied land, or on 
land accessed through cash or share tenancy. Examples of this are intercropping, spatial dispersal of 
fields, or using a variety of seed types (Braun et al. 1999:93). Off-farm activities are agricultural 
activities outside the household’s own farm and typically refer to wages or the exchange of labour 
on other farms (Sørensen 2003:4; Ellis 2000:7). Contrary to these types are non-farm activities, 
which comprise activities outside the agricultural sector. This is typically craft, trade, service 
activities (Møller 1998:3), or adding livestock to the farming portfolio2 (Devereux & Maxwell 
2001:70; Hussein and Nelson 1998:6). The latter can even help farmers to maintain soil fertility 
through the incorporation of animal litter, and the animals themselves may provide other products, 
in addition to acting as a liquid asset (Hussein and Nelson 1998:6).  
3.4.1 On-farm Diversification  
In relation to risk minimisation, on-farm diversification can be beneficial to small-scale farmers. 
Braun, Teklu and Webb describe how “…smallholders typically try to maintain a diversified 
portfolio of crops. One or two crops may predominate, but the range is often broad and includes 
food crops and cash crops, and early-planted as well as late-planted varieties” (Braun et al. 
1998:99). This kind of on-farm diversification can minimise several risks. Own-production of food 
crops ensures that the household is not entirely dependent on the market and thus decreases market 
                                                 
2 Whether livestock is regarded as an on-farm or non-farm activity varies among researchers. In this thesis it is regarded 
as a non-farm activity owing to the related risks. Climate is a major risk to cultivation, while the consequences for 
livestock are limited. 
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risks, such as fluctuating market prices or seasonally dependent impassability of roads or other 
physical market access (Braun et al. 1998:99). If such incidences occur, the household has still 
ensured some consumption. Dividing the risk between several crops, whether food or cash crops, 
also minimises the risk related to unstable or declining prospects in national or international markets 
as the risk of all crop markets failing simultaneously is smaller than on the risk of a single main 
crop failing (Ellis 2000:4). Furthermore, some crops are more resistant to climatic irregularities than 
others, some can cope with a lack of rain and others with floods. Similarly, a flexible production 
schedule can adjust to variations in rainfall patterns and protect against total seed loss from, for 
example, mid-season droughts (Braun et al. 1998:99f). The protection this affords is only partial, 
however, as severe weather conditions are likely to damage all crops (Ellis 2000:60f). Following 
this line of thought, the same can be said for crop pests and diseases.  
 
Thus, on-farm diversification can be a method for risk minimisation. In relation to coping, on the 
other hand, on-farm diversification is not a suitable method as cultivation is dependent upon long-
term planning. However, on-farm diversification might contribute to increased incomes and a 
subsequently increased standard of living. Through increased biological diversity, on-farm 
diversification, such as intercropping, can even maintain and augment soil productivity, and hereby 
incomes (Hussein and Nelson 1998:7). Livelihood diversification with the incentive of 
compensating for land constraints is not likely to take the form of on-farm diversification as the 
incentive itself is to create income in addition to agriculture because the income limiting factor is 
grounded in land constraints.  
3.4.2 Off-farm Activities 
Off-farm activities are affected by agricultural risks similarly to on-farm diversification, as the 
demand for agricultural wage labour naturally decreases according to agricultural failure. However, 
this risk is smaller than through own-production as not all cultivation in an area will necessarily fail 
at once, depending on types of crops, specific locations etc. Furthermore, wage labour demands 
might persist even though market prices decline, as fields are still to be harvested. However, 
decreases in wage labour demands, as well as limited means of payment due to decreased profit, 
might decrease wages (Braun et al. 1998:70f). Seasonality tends to influence wage labour demand 
and hence wages as well. Periods of peak labour demand arise during the primary cropping seasons, 
where wages are therefore higher and more attractive than during other seasons (Ellis 2000:58; 
Reardon 1997:739). However, most smallholders are occupied on their own fields during this 
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period, otherwise attractive for off-farm activities. Yet, Reardon refers to African evidence by 
Hazel1 and Hojjati (1995) saying that some farm households for this reason speculate in allocating 
(part of their) labour during the cropping season (Reardon 1997:739). If crops with unusual peak 
seasons are cultivated then the household labour capacity will be available for off-farm activities 
(Braun et al. 1998:99). Such speculation indicates a long-term planning perspective and an 
incentive of either an increasing standard of living, compensation for land constraints, or 
minimising risks by creating a more evenly distributed cash flow throughout the year. Ellis sums up 
that households engaging in off-farm activities are “…characterized as landless agricultural 
labourers, food-deficit small farmers, or farm households that manage to produce a surplus above 
their basic consumption requirements” (Ellis 2000:70). For food-deficit small farmers, off-farm 
activities are an obvious means for coping, in case wage labour is demanded during the season in 
question. Landlessness must be considered a severe land constraint for which compensation is 
needed and for such families agricultural wage labour can be the main means of survival (Ellis 
2000:69). 
3.4.3 Non-farm Activities 
Engagement in non-farm activities has many advantages that are beneficial in several situations. 
The most significant way in which non-farm activities differ from other means of livelihood 
diversification is perhaps that the agricultural risks do not apply. However, natural hazards affecting 
agriculture often influence the livelihood of many households simultaneously, perhaps even entire 
communities. Hence, the fact that a general demand might decrease as a consequence of this, even 
within other sectors, should not be ignored. In fact, agricultural crises tend to affect markets for 
both agricultural and non-farm products and services (Braun et al. 1998:106; Ellis 2000:58). Still, 
non-farm activities are not directly affected by agricultural risks and even so, most likely to a lesser 
extent, which makes it an attractive method for risk minimisation (Ellis 2000:60f). As “…the 
agricultural incomes in African rural areas tend to be very unstable due to seasonal and climatic 
swings, it is… useful to combine agriculture with other activities which are either more stable or 
swing differently” (Pedersen 1999:5-6). Hence, according to Pedersen, non-farm activities are not 
only an attractive means of livelihood diversification with the incentive of risk minimisation, but 
also as an additional income outside the agricultural season. Within agriculture, seasonality is the 
main factor determining the production cycles and hence the time of agricultural income 
opportunity. Ellis explains this fact as follows: 
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“All rural households confront seasonality as an inherent feature of their livelihoods…The 
production cycles of crop and livestock enterprises are determined by the onset of rains, their 
duration, the length of the growing season, temperature variations across the calendar year, and so 
on.” (Ellis 2000:58) 
 
Therefore it appears that seasonality is similarly determining when non-farm activities are needed 
and engaged in.  
 
“…rural nonfarm activity tends to occur in the dry season, after harvest and before the next farm 
production season...[O]wn-produced crop stocks are often depleted by the end of the dry season 
(depending on the preceding harvest). Farm families thus buy food in the “hungry season”, the 
crop production period” (Reardon 1997:739). 
 
According to Reardon, non-farm activities are primarily a seasonal phenomenon. He points to two 
reasons for this. First, during the dry season, or the period between production seasons, the farmer is 
not occupied on his fields and therefore has the physical opportunity to be involved elsewhere. 
Secondly, the own-produced crops might not be sufficient in order for the household to cope until 
next harvest. Consequently, the farmer might need to raise additional income, which will ensure the 
possibility of food purchase in the time to come. These reasons for livelihood diversification 
towards the inclusion of non-farm activities do thus not only reflect a risk minimisation perspective, 
but also compensation for land constraints. Non-farm activities also appear as an advantageous 
means of diversification in relation to livelihood diversification with the incentive of compensating 
for land constraints owing to their independence of agricultural constraints and possibility of 
engagement outside the agricultural season, providing an additional income, which compensates for 
insufficient agricultural gain.  
 
Also, the seasonal production cycles represented here by Reardon, are further relevant to the 
utilisation of coping strategies. The term “hungry season” strongly implies failed risk minimisation, 
or even a lack of such attempts, resulting in seasonal starvation. The notion of starvation or food 
insecurity as a seasonal deficiency is consistent with Robert Chambers’ argument (see section 
3.1.2), which challenges the perception that food insecurity is either transitory or chronic. Non-farm 
activities comprise the opportunity of immediate engagement, because long-term planning is not 
required as it is in relation to, for instance, on-farm diversification, where outputs are not obtained 
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until a long period of time has elapsed. Non-farm activities hence appear to be suitable for coping 
strategies. 
 
Studies conducted by Reardon suggest that the incomes gained from non-farm activities tend to be 
much higher than those resulting from farming. For the households included in his study, non-farm 
earnings even averaged approximately ten times the earnings from farming (Reardon 1997:739). 
While this must be considered context dependent, it expresses an incentive to livelihood 
diversification based on attempts to increase the standard of living. Concentrating occupational 
efforts on non-farm activities furthermore appears as steps away from a livelihood based on 
agriculture. However, such priority might merely reflect a measure of agricultural intensification as 
”…[a] proportion of this income may then be used to invest in the productivity of their 
landholdings” (Hussein and Nelson 1998:5). Earnings from the non-farm sector might be intended 
as a means for reinvestment in farm equipment (Reardon 1997:742) and “…may lead to increased 
investment in local production” (Hussein and Nelson 1998:11). Contrary to accumulating income 
for investment with the object of increased standard of living is the view of Sara Berry presented by 
Hussein and Nelson, emphasising the improbability of such livelihood strategies. Berry states that 
poor producers are unlikely to have such latitude, but rather engage in these activities to “…support 
consumption and essential current expenses in order to survive” (Berry 1989 in Hussein and 
Nelson 1998:12). While not distinguishing whether the incomes initially were intended for 
consumption or if this in fact was the failed result of the incentive of increasing the standard of 
living, she maintains the probability of this being the result. Berry hereby argues that non-farm 
activities most commonly serve as compensation for land constraints, risk minimisation, or coping 
strategies. Not questioning the essence of this argument, Reardon sets forth an allusion of these 
mechanisms containing further complexity. “Cash earned in the nonfarm sector is sometimes used 
to hire farm labor, which makes financial sense in that the nonfarm wage is often higher than the 
farm wage…” (Reardon 1997:742). This notion of speculation is in line with the one discussed in 
relation to off-farm activities. It also reproduces the perception that non-farm activities are at times 
applied as more than risk minimisation.  
 
Whether livelihood diversification in the shape of non-farm activities is implemented for the 
purpose of coping, risk minimisation, compensation for land constraints, or increased standard of 
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living, and whether it constitutes a voluntary act or a necessity, all appear to be a question of the 
people involved, their vulnerability and possibilities, the season and the current situation. 
3.5 Unequal Access to and Outcome from Livelihood Diversification  
When establishing the incitement for livelihood diversification and how the different diversification 
options have an effect in relation to differing degrees of food insecurity, what remains is the access. 
However necessary livelihood diversification might be for a household, its implementation can be 
impeded by a lack of capabilities of various kinds. A study conducted in China by Knight and Song 
suggests that opportunity costs are a significant factor in the engagement of farmers in activities 
additional to farming (Knight and Song 2003:144). This is due to the notion that engagement in one 
activity takes time away from other activities. The activities that people engage in are therefore 
likely to be those most opportune, compared to other activities. Time can thereby be a factor 
making livelihood diversification inaccessible. This would however be a priority expressing that the 
additional activities were less opportune than those already undertaken. Other factors are though 
argued to limit the engagement in activities, which would be undertaken if accessible. “One 
implication is that those rural groups who are most vulnerable because of their lack of access to 
education, their distance from markets, their low wealth status or small household size may have 
the fewest opportunities to diversify” (Hussein and Nelson 1998:19; see also Reardon 1997). 
 
However, some diversification opportunities are more accessible for poor, vulnerable households. 
On-farm diversification “…is a natural starting point for poor rural producers with low levels of 
capital, who may be able to restructure their production mix more easily than to invest in other 
non-agricultural areas.” (Hussein and Nelson 1998:6). Hence, on-farm diversification can 
constitute a diversification option for households not financially capable of engaging in any other 
kind. Off-farm activities do not usually require any kind of investment though, and might therefore 
be considered an alternative option, depending on the availability of such opportunities in the local 
area. A survey conducted by Stefano Ponte in Tanzania addresses the significance of the availability 
of activities. This survey strongly indicates that households settled at accessible locations are in a 
much better position when entering off-farm as well as non-farm activities. Ponte explains this 
advantage by the fact that “households living in areas with easier access to markets and better 
transport infrastructure have more choices among possible…activities…” (Ponte 2002:157). While 
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access might be the only hindrance for involvement in off-farm activities, several constraints are 
attached to non-farm activities. 
 
“Work opportunities vary according to skills (e.g. in trading, vehicle repair, brick making), 
education (e.g. for salaried jobs in business or in government), and by gender (e.g. male wage work 
in construction or mines vs. female opportunities in trading or textile factories)” (Ellis 2000:66).  
Limited human and social capacity, such as low levels of literacy, are barriers for involvement in 
non-farm activities (Ellis 2000:44; Braun et al. 1998:13; Sørensen 2003:17). Sørensen provides 
three reasons for this coherence. First, non-farm activities “…often require knowledge of 
accounting and literacy skills” (Sørensen 2003:17). Secondly, “…low level off literacy limits 
people’ innovative behaviour” (Sørensen 2003:17). Third, “[extremely poor people] often have to 
struggle hard just to survive [which] also prevent them from taking up new activities, which 
demand start-up capital, a knowledge of markets, etc.” (Sørensen 2003:17). The extent to which 
literacy is a requirement for non-farm activities is obviously dependent upon the specific type 
chosen. Lack of innovative behaviour might, on the other hand, hamper involvement in all kinds of 
activities and change in general. However, one might argue that necessity, as presented by Ellis, can 
overcome this limitation to some extent. This argument though, as well as the third quote by 
Sørensen, indicates that non-farm activities are most likely to constitute a coping strategy for the 
poorest households. This perception is questioned in a statement by Pedersen, which constitutes an 
additional explanation as to why poor households engage in non-farm activities. 
 
“Another reason is that in African rural areas, where the access to banks is often poor and the 
banks to which there is access are not geared to serve people with small savings, the most attractive 
way to place savings and post harvest incomes is often in small enterprises” (Pedersen 1999:5-6).  
 
This explanation, which is supported by Ponte (2002:135), implies a more developed capability to 
initiate new activities, even when it is not an immediate necessity. Still, while not totally 
disconnected from non-farm activities as a method to diversify livelihoods, a strong consensus 
exists among researchers perceiving poverty as limiting the range of options for livelihood 
diversification accessible (Devereux and Maxwell 2001; Ponte 2002; Ellis 2000; Pedersen 1999; 
Sørensen 2003; Barretta 2001).  
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 “…nonfarm activity is typically positively correlated with income and wealth (in the form of land 
and livestock) in rural Africa, and thus seems to offer a pathway out of poverty if nonfarm 
opportunities can be seized by the rural poor. But this key finding is a double-edged sword. The 
positive wealth–nonfarm correlation may also suggest that those who begin poor in land and 
capital face an uphill battle to overcome entry barriers and steep investment requirements to 
participation in nonfarm activities capable of lifting them from poverty.” (Barretta 2001:316) 
 
While the involvement of poor households in non-farm activities is apparently impeded by all kinds 
of constraints, the outcome from these activities – if obtained – might be unequal as well. Both 
Pedersen and Møller argue that non-farm activities are a successful tool to reduce poverty as poor 
households are often able to increase their total income through involvement in these activities. 
However, they both express the concern that it is the wealthiest households, which are able to invest 
in the more capital-intensive activities that accumulate the highest earnings. Even though the poor 
households increase their earnings, the earnings of the wealthier ones increase even more and non-
farm activities hereby merely lead to increased income differences (Pedersen 1999:6; Møller 
1998:25). The results of the above-mentioned survey by Ponte partly confirm and partly rebut this 
outcome. On the one hand, following his previous argument that households settled in accessible 
locations have more occupation options to choose from, he concludes that “[t]hey therefore have 
more room for experimentation and for finding activities that provide the best returns” (Ponte 
2002:157). The survey showed an increase in the involvement in off-farm and non-farm activities 
among most of the recipients, while the incomes gained from this kind of activity only increased in 
the more accessible locations (Ponte 2002:134ff). Hence, not only do the accessible households 
have better options for involvement in non-farm activities, they also gain a higher income, creating 
an income gap between accessible and isolated households. The accessible locations are likely to 
constitute more attractive residences, and it is thus likely that the households settled there are 
already wealthier than those restricted to the isolated areas. The unequal access to, and income 
from, non-farm activities is consequently adding to this gap and increasing the polarisation between 
rich and poor. 
 
On the other hand, Ponte’s survey results show that farm incomes vary more than rural incomes in 
total, indicating that earnings from income sources other than farm incomes are mitigating the 
income inequality (note that this includes off-farm incomes as well as non-farm incomes) (Ponte 
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2002:151). These results are an average of the two areas studied, namely Songea and Morogoro, 
and the trend is more pronounced in Songea than in Morogoro. This implies that non-farm incomes 
are higher or more prevalent among the poor in Songea than in Morogoro. Ponte explain this by the 
fact that the common non-farm activities differ between these two areas. In Songea the activities 
have a lower demand of capital, and these low capital barriers allow poorer households to initiate 
such businesses. Consequently, the total rural incomes vary less in this area than in Morogoro. 
Hence, according to Ponte access to non-farm activities with low capital barriers decreases 
inequality, while lack of such has the opposite effect (Ponte 2002:154). The location thus appears as 
a significant factor influencing the prospects of non-farm activities for rural households. 
3.6 Summarising the Theoretical Frame 
The theoretical frame is summarised in the figure on the following page. This is to serve as a 
reminder as to how the relations between the various key concepts are established. Food security 
depends on availability as well as accessibility and food insecurity can be either transitory, chronic, 
or seasonal. The food security status is described as determining the incentive for livelihood 
diversification. Livelihoods can be diversified in several ways and express several incentives. This 
includes the fact that one incentive can be materialised through various means of livelihood 
diversifications just as one livelihood diversifying initiative can express various incentives. Four 
different incentives for livelihood diversification have been identified, each with individual 
relations to food security status and different suitable options for livelihood diversification. The 
incentives include: increased standard of living, compensating for land constraints, minimising 
risks, and coping. Of these, the last three are of relevance when discussing food security. On-farm, 
off-farm and non-farm activities have been established as the types of livelihood diversification 
which a household can engage in. The relation between the adverse levels of food insecurity, the 
incentives for livelihood diversification, and the diversification options are illustrated in this model. 
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Transitory food insecurity      Compensating land constraints 
 
 
Seasonal food insecurity      Coping strategies 
 
 
Chronic food insecurity      Risk minimisation 
 
Transitory food insecurity was defined as unexpected and irregular and as interrupting otherwise 
sustainable livelihoods. Livelihood diversification initiated by households experiencing transitory 
food insecurity therefore entails the incentive(s) of minimising risk in order to prevent such 
occurrences and/or coping strategies as responses to such occurrences.   
 
Seasonal food insecurity was defined as reoccurring during the wet season, implying expectancy 
and insufficient livelihood sources. Livelihood diversification initiated by households experiencing 
seasonal food insecurity therefore entails the incentive(s) of minimising risk in order to prevent 
such occurrences, coping strategies as responses to such occurrences and/or compensating for land 
constraints by adding additional livelihood sources. 
 
Chronic food insecurity was defined as the state when food insufficiency has become the daily life 
norm. Livelihood diversification initiated by households experiencing chronic food insecurity 
therefore entails the incentive(s) of compensating for land constraints by adding additional 
livelihood sources and/or coping strategies as the normal circle of activities. 
 
Compensating land constraint             On-farm diversification 
 
 
Risk minimisation               Off-farm activities 
 
 
Coping strategies               Non-farm activities 
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Risk minimisation is a long term planning method to prevent food insecurity, destitution and 
starvation and can be attempted through on-farm diversification, off-farm activities, and/or non-
farm activities.  
 
Compensation for land constraints also expresses a long-term planning perspective, but the object 
here is to build a sustainable livelihood rather than to minimise the risk of losing an existing 
sustainable livelihood. As compensation in needed owing to land constraints, off-farm and/or non-
farm activities are suitable in relation to this incentive. 
 
Coping strategies is an involuntary response to disaster. It is a last resort to avoid starvation. Coping 
capability depends on the vulnerability of the household. Only off-farm and/or non-farm activities 
are suitable in this relation, as long-term measures would not comply with this incentive. 
 
Access to livelihood diversification options is not equal, nor are the earnings achieved from such. 
The location of the household is, for instance, one of the major factors determining engagement in 
types of livelihood diversification. While the food security status might determine the incentive for 
livelihood diversification, the activities undertaken are thus likely to differ considerably according 
to the individual household factors. A thorough investigation of household livelihoods is therefore 
essential in order to assess the relationship between the food security status and the engagement in 
and incentive for livelihood diversification, as this is likely to differ according to the specific case. 
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4 Context 
In this chapter the case is described, thus functioning as an entrance to the analysis and the 
answering of the research question. Initially, the agricultural status quo and the poverty status of 
Tanzania are established, leading to a discussion of the agricultural priorities within the National 
Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty, the MKUKUTA. Finally, the field work settings are 
described at a regional and village level. Subsequent to this is a discussion of the contextual 
circumstances unique for the selected regions and a comparison of the two villages in question. 
4.1 Agricultural Status Quo 
Since independence the government of Tanzania has mounted several attempts to accelerate 
agricultural development. Unfortunately, these efforts have had limited success owing to various 
reasons, ranging from poor policy environment and management to financial limitations and low 
technology adoption in the agricultural sector (Banda in Bol 
et al. 1997:153). Tanzanian agriculture is thus still impeded 
by limitations and constraints. This state is likely to 
continue well into the future, and so are the dominant 
position of agriculture in the country’s economy (Banda in 
Bol et al. 1997:157), however contradictory this might 
seem. The agricultural sector’s share of the Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) is likely to remain at about 50 percent, 
employing about 80 percent of the population (Banda in Bol 
et al. 1997:157). Owing to climatic variations the Tanzanian 
harvests fluctuate widely from year to year (Bryceson in Salih 1994:146) and food supply and food 
security have been insufficient for several years, mainly owing to droughts and land degradation 
(Holm in Salih 1994:104). 
 
Smallholder agricultural households in Tanzania have an average size of five members, of which 53 
percent are under the age of 20. Nearly 14 percent are under the age of five, 28 percent are students 
and ten percent are unable to work owing to ill health, old age or disabilities. It is thus unlikely that 
all five members of the average household would participate in the farm work. 80 percent of 
households are male-headed, while female-headed households account for 20 percent. Furthermore, 
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the lack of education is constraining many households. Even the heads of the smallholder 
households tend to have limited education, as 31 percent have had no education, 63 percent have 
had some level of primary schooling, and only about 20 percent have completed Standard Four 
(GoT 2005a:83ff). 
 
Land is one of the most important basic resources for agricultural production (Banda in Bol et al. 
1997:160). In Tanzania the total area of land allotted to small-scale farmers is 11,997,071 acres, 
while merely 9,521,592 acres, equivalent to 79 percent, are utilised. With its 4,901,837 small-scale 
farms, each of these households has an average of 2.3 acres, while only utilising 2.0 acres. The 
utilised area includes areas under fallow, thus indicating that land is a sufficient resource for the 
small-scale farmers. However, large differences in access to land exist within regions as well as 
between regions (this is exemplified later on in this chapter) (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 
2006:8ff). Where land scarcity occurs, the consequences are severe. As the number of crop growing 
households has increased by 32.2 percent in less than 10 years (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 
2006:13) the prevalence of land scarcity is likely to be increasing. While the rural population 
increases within the fixed spatial frame, and technological changes fail to materialise, over-
cultivation in all probability will follow. This leads to a decline in the quality of land and 
consequently reduced productivity (Banda in Bol et al.1997:161). 
 
In order to improve soil fertility and hereby facilitate increased productivity, or at least prevent 
reductions, chemical fertilisers, manure or compost can be applied successfully. However, usage of 
these is limited in Tanzania; only 14 percent of Tanzanian farmers use chemical fertiliser and 24 
percent use manure or compost (Banda in Bol et al. 1997:164f). The limited usage of chemical 
fertiliser can be explained by farmers’ inadequate access to capital. This constraint was intensified 
by the sudden increase in fertiliser prices as a result of subsidy withdrawal. The potential for 
increasing the use of manure or compost, on the other hand, is tremendous as these inputs are cheap 
(Banda in Bol et al. 1997:164f).  
 
The low level of usage of improved seeds is another limiting factor in increasing agricultural 
productivity in Tanzania (Banda in Bol et al. 1997:165). The major food crops in Tanzania are 
maize, sorghum, pulses, cassava, oilseeds, paddy, millet, sweet potato and wheat. These crops are 
food crops, accounting for 55 percent of the agricultural GDP and, with wheat as the exception, they 
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are primarily produced by small-scale farmers. Cash crops only contribute with 8 percent to the 
agricultural GDP. Small-scale farmers account for most coffee, cotton, cashew nuts, pyrethrum and 
tobacco, while sugar, sisal and to some extent tea are largely produced by large-scale farmers (Banda 
in Bol et al. 1997:156). While a wide variety of crops grown within the country exists, the vast 
majority of households rely on a single crop as their main source of livelihood (GoT 2005a:83-87). 
Consequently, smallholder crop production is very much dominated by maize (National Bureau of 
Statistics et al. 2006:13). Crop production is the main activity for about 50 percent of smallholder 
households. A few household members are engaged in livestock (two percent) and fishing (one 
percent) as their main activities, although there are regional variations (which will be exemplified 
later in this chapter). Nonetheless, approximately 70 percent of smallholder households have one or 
more income sources additional to their farm income. However, smallholders who produce mainly 
for subsistence and sale of crops indicate the need of an income rather than a yield surplus (GoT 
2005a:83-87). 
 
Roads and means of transportation play a crucial role in enabling farmers, traders, and consumers to 
have physical access to markets. The better the market access, the lesser the marketing costs (Banda 
in Bol et al. 1997:166). Market access is presently of unequal availability throughout the country, 
roads are of different quality and maintenance status, and access to private as well as public means 
of transportation varies. Constrained transportation even tends to limit integration of the rural and 
urban labour markets. This is unfortunate as agricultural production is often limited by a shortage of 
labour, because family labour is absorbed by family farms during the peak demand for agricultural 
labour, and as seasonal unemployment is a common feature (Banda in Bol et al. 1997:161f). 
 
Hence, capital is not only needed to finance farm inputs, such as seeds and fertilizers, but is also 
required to finance labour saving implements, such as tractors, ox-ploughs, weeders, etc. Most 
smallholder households cultivate by using traditional hand hoes and less than one percent own a 
tractor. Oxen are also used for ploughing, although ownership is very uneven geographically (GoT 
2005a:83ff). At present the Tanzanian banking system cannot provide loans for the majority of 
small-scale farmers owing to collateral requirements (Banda in Bol et al. 1997:163). Only 31 
percent of smallholder households have access to loans or credit (GoT 2005a:83ff). Insufficient 
capital is thus a cause as well as an effect of limited agricultural productivity, hereby reproducing 
the vicious circle of poverty.  
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4.2 Poverty Status  
As seen in table 4.2, the general poverty trend is of a decreasing nature. However, poverty 
prevalence is still high and unequal spatially. As could be expected, poverty is most prevalent in the 
rural areas, where the decreasing trend is limited. Dar es Salaam has previously experienced levels 
of poverty prevalence similar to the other urban areas in Tanzania. However, during the 10-year 
period from 1991 to 2001 poverty rates have decreased significantly in Dar es Salaam. Hence, 
poverty in this city is much less prevalent compared to other urban areas. Simultaneously, though, 
inequality has increased in Dar es Salaam, while remaining rather stagnant in the remainder of the 
country. In general the Gini Coefficient is quite low in Tanzania, especially compared to its 
neighbouring countries (GoT 2005a:5). 
 
Table 4.2. 
 Country Level Dar es Salaam Other Urban Rural 
Poverty 1991  38.6 percent 28.1 percent 28.7 percent 40.8 percent 
Poverty 2001 35.4 percent 17.6 percent 26.0 percent 38.7 percent 
Change 1991/2001 -3.2 percent -10.5 percent -2.7 percent -2.1 percent 
Gini Coefficient 1991 0.34 0.30 0.35 0.33 
Gini Coefficient 2001 0.35 0.36 0.36 0.33 
Change 1991/2001 +0.01 +0.06 +0.01 0 
Source: (World Bank 2005 in GoT 2005a:6) 
 
While inequality is lowest in the rural areas, this merely indicates that differences in incomes are 
smaller. According to the poverty map in appendix 9, it is clear that poverty rates are largely 
unequal when comparing the districts. In some districts it is above 50 percent whereas it is below 20 
percent in other, even neighbouring districts. Rural poverty is hence not equal through out the 
country. 
4.3 MKUKUTA 
Rural poverty in general is targeted within the current national poverty reduction strategy. It is 
entitled “The National Strategy for Growth and Reduction of Poverty “and is known by its kiswahili 
acronym “MKUKUTA”. The MKUKUTA is expected to be implemented in Tanzania from 
2005/2006 to 2009/10 and builds on three main clusters, namely: 
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1) “Growth and reduction of income poverty 
2) Improved quality of life and social well-being 
3) Good governance and accountability” (GoT 2005b:27) 
 
Within the first cluster several goals are defined. Among these are “Improving food availability and 
accessibility” and “Reducing income poverty of men and women in rural areas” (GoT 2005b:35). 
The first of these reflects an objective of improving household food security, which according to the 
MKUKUTA “is attained through increased per capita production of food crops, having adequate 
income and ensuring that in times of shocks enough reserves are maintained to minimise 
vulnerability.” (GoT 2005b:39). While per capita food production and food reserves are both factors 
influencing national food availability, adequate incomes, together with availability, is what ensures 
household accessibility. However, the operational targets selected to achieve this goal are limited 
to:  
 
• “Increased food crop production from 9 million tonnes in 2003/4 to 12 million tonnes in 
2010 
• Maintained Strategic Grain Reserve of at least 4 month of national food requirement”. 
(GoT 2005b:39) 
 
Thus, the operational targets related to the goal of Improving food availability and accessibility only 
addresses food availability and not accessibility as would be reasonably assumed. However, by 
explaining that accessibility is to be obtained through adequate incomes, this is presented as being 
dealt with through the goal of Reducing income poverty of men and women in rural areas. 
  
The poverty rate is established as being highest in rural areas and especially among households 
entirely dependent on agriculture (GoT 2005b:4). Agriculture provides livelihoods for 82 percent of 
the Tanzanian population (GoT 2005b:6) and, as the main source of food as well as income, is 
therefore emphasised as being evident in combating poverty. However, as this source evidently is 
not adequate, the strategy aims at altering the livelihoods of the rural poor. In a rather simplified 
manner, the line of thought seems to be that due to the fact that the poverty rate is highest among 
agricultural-dependent households, the means of poverty reduction must be to diversify the 
occupation for this population group. By engaging in non-farm activities the households will not be 
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entirely dependent on agriculture and will no longer have the characteristics of the poorest 
households (GoT 2005b:4-6). This line of thought is reflected in the operational targets for the goal 
of Reducing income poverty of men and women in rural areas: 
 
• “Reduced proportion of rural population (men and women) below the basic needs 
poverty line from 38.6 percent in 2000/01 to 24 percent in 2010 
• Reduced proportion of rural food poor (men and women) from 27 percent in 2000/01 to 
14 percent by 2010. 
• Increased productivity and profitability both within agriculture and outside the 
agricultural sector. 
• Increased sustainable off-farm income generating activities. 
• Secured and facilitated marketing of agricultural products. 
• Increased contributions from wildlife, forestry and fisheries, to incomes of rural 
communities”. (GoT 2005b:40) 
 
The first two operational targets within this goal merely address the extent to which poverty 
reduction is intended. The remaining operational targets reflect the ambition of increasing farming 
incomes as well as the incomes from other sources and the number of such sources. This includes 
the number of off-farm activities undertaken, the productivity and profitability outside the 
agricultural sector, which in this thesis is referred to as non-farm activities, and is further elaborated 
as wildlife, forestry and fisheries, not excluding other kinds of non-farm activities. Agriculture is 
prioritised simultaneously by increased agricultural productivity and profitability as well as through 
marketing. 
 
These operational targets, to the extent they are fully implemented, might contribute to the adequate 
incomes defined as crucial for improving food accessibility as part of the above discussed goal of 
Improving food availability and accessibility. Yet, it appears to inflict the operational targets related 
to food availability. Aiming at occupying the larger parts of the rural population in non-farm 
activities on the one hand and increasing food production on the other seems contradictive, or even 
improbable - especially since the increase in food production is not intended to be at the expense of 
cash crop production, as agricultural growth is given as another operational target elsewhere in the 
strategy papers (GoT 2005b:37). Without any further knowledge of how these two goals are 
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supposed to be simultaneously implemented, one might wonder why the call for livelihood 
diversification in terms of additional incomes is not simply to be brought about within the 
agricultural sector. Prioritising on-farm diversification and off-farm activities appears to allow for 
increased food production as a parallel priority.  
 
Furthermore, according to Frank Ellis, it is evident that a poverty reduction strategy aiming at the 
promotion of non-farm activities regards these activities exclusively as a coping strategies option. 
The reason for this is that those population groups engaging in non-farm activities by choice, in 
contrast to necessity, do not represent the poorest groups (Ellis 2000:56). The latter was also 
emphasised by Stefano Ponte among others in the previous chapter, as the poorest population 
groups seldom have access to the profitable non-farm activities. A coping strategy is a last resort in 
order to avoid starvation and destitution; by definition it does not reduce poverty. 
 
These two considerations raise the question as to why non-farm activities comprise such a priority 
as poverty reduction strategy within the MKUKUTA. A major explanatory factor is provided by the 
most recent National Sample Census of Agriculture, which is carried out by a number of 
governmental organizations. “The average planted area…per household…is too low to support an 
average size smallholder household and is insufficient to allow smallholders to move beyond 
subsistence existence” (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:113). Taking this into account, the 
non-farm activities appear to be prioritised with the incentive of compensating for land constraints. 
The current land access is too limited to obtain sufficient produce for a sustainable livelihood. 
Rather than increasing usage of fertiliser and pesticides in order to improve productivity on the 
limited land areas, additional income sources are considered as the proper solution, or increased 
land areas as stated in the following quote: 
 
“The impact of the large increase in farming households…coupled with the small planted area per 
household is likely to prevent reductions in rural poverty in the near future. Land consolidation is 
required to increase the area under production per household to a level whereby smallholder farms 
can be self sustaining economic entities. This would involve reducing the number of households 
involved in farming by promoting non farming activities and education in the rural areas.” 
(National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:116). 
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This quote, presenting a number of governmental organizations, recommends that non-farm 
activities should be promoted as an alternative to agriculture for a certain proportion of the 
population rather than as an additional income source. This will lead to larger land areas for the 
remaining population and hereby reduce poverty among the rural population engaged in agriculture 
as well as non-farm activities. Furthermore, it expresses the main concern of enabling the poor to 
become self-sustaining economic entities, which explains why yield-increasing farm inputs are not 
simply subsidised for productivity and profitability to improve. The National Sample Census of 
Agriculture 2002/03 thus clarifies the non-farm priority emerging from the MKUKUTA. By 
creating an alternative livelihood basis for part of the rural population, whether including the 
poorest or not, the total land cultivated does not decline, which otherwise would interfere with the 
goal of improving food availability. Furthermore, the goal of improving food accessibility is 
simultaneously targeted by increasing the average land area per household.  
 
According to Mr. Lemweli, the Assistant Director of National Food Security, Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food Security, increasing land areas is not likely to reduce poverty or improve food 
accessibility, as“[l]and shortage is not a big issue in Tanzania. The problem is technology and 
rain. Because of bad technology and lack of rain, the motivation to cultivate more than a small plot 
is not there” (Mr. Lemweli, Assistant Director of National Food Security, Ministry of Agriculture 
and Food Security). Still, he recognises the need for non-farm activities and explains how the 
MKUKUTA priority does not inflict with food production and availability. 
 
“They only need these activities [off-farm and non-farm3 ] outside the agricultural seasons. Some 
activities even go together with agriculture. If you only have agriculture, there is a tendency for 
overselling. Because of monetary needs. Like school fees. Then they have not enough left to eat” 
(Mr. Lemweli, Assistant Director of National Food Security, Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
Security). 
 
Hence, Mr. Lemweli describes the non-farm potential as activities which can be undertaken parallel 
to farming. Furthermore, in this quote, he explains that an income from non-farm activities could 
cover the monetary needs and hereby improve household food security. Altogether, it appears that 
these representatives of the national level decision makers are in agreement as to the positive impact 
                                                 
3 Mr. O. Lemweli did not distinguish between these diverse activities 
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of non-farm activities on household food security, whether they comprises alternative or additional 
incomes, but only if land scarcity is indeed a constraint. 
 
4.4 Manyara and Arusha Regions 
Despite its 943,000 square kilometres (Gyldendals leksikon 2002, P-Å:381), Tanzania is a country 
of limited rural livelihood variety. Almost 82 percent (GoT 2005b:6) of the rural population are 
dependent on agriculture for their livelihoods 
and across the country similar crops are grown 
with maize as the unchallenged main crop 
(National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:20ff). 
Still, in a few areas the crop production is 
accompanied by other major means of 
subsistence. Examples of such areas are Arusha 
and Manyara Regions. The pastoral culture of 
the Maasai population is likely to have brought 
about a cultural heritage in the area. Despite the 
cultural distance between the Maasais and the 
remaining population of these regions, the high 
prevalence of crop-growing households with livestock cannot be ignored. In Arusha most crop-
growing households have livestock (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:131) and in Manyara it 
is more than 50 percent (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:128). While pastoralism is 
common in these two regions, especially in Arusha, to an extent completely incomparable to nearly 
all other regions in Tanzania (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:14), some small-scale 
farmers do nevertheless mostly count on agriculture for their livelihoods.  
 
Still, the number of crop-growing households is small compared to other regions, both as a total and 
as the number of such households per square kilometre (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 
2006:128-132). In spite of the limited number of crop-growing households, the amount of land per 
household is insufficient. In fact, the number of households reporting insufficient land is 77 percent 
of the population in Arusha Region and 59 percent in Manyara Region, which are the highest and 
fourth highest percentages among the 22 regions in Tanzania respectively (National Bureau of 
Statistics et al. 2006:13). This indicates either that the crop land area per household in these two 
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regions is smaller than the average crop land area in Tanzania, or that agricultural efficiency for 
some reason is lower. While the former might appear to explain insufficiency in Arusha, the latter 
might be the case for Manyara. The average crop land area per household in Tanzania is 2 acres, 
which places Arusha’s household crop land area of 1.4 acres much below the national average, 
while Manyara has a crop land area per household of 2.1 acres (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 
2006:12).  
 
Agricultural efficiency can be measured in many ways and explained by many factors. An obvious 
cause of the insufficient land capacity per household in Manyara region is the limited extent to 
which the households replant their crop lands during the short rainy season. 24.2 percent of the 
planted areas in Tanzania are replanted during the rainy season. However, there are large regional 
differences. In Manyara region only 1.5 percent of the land is utilised during the short rainy season 
(National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:18). While the reason for this is likely to be the local 
climate, the consequence is more certain. A lower utilisation gives rise to lower yields and 
consequently a lower means of subsistence, which in turn constitutes insufficiency. While 
agricultural efficiency might not be especially pronounced in Manyara Region, comparing the yield 
per acre of maize, the most common crop in Tanzania, Manyara Region has an average which is 
above the mean average of the remaining regions. It is even higher in Arusha region (National 
Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:22). Furthermore, Manyara is known for its extensive cultivation of 
pigeon peas, which covers nearly a third of the land area in the region. In Arusha this crop is much 
less significant, which is interesting as the average yield per acre is a fourth higher in Arusha than 
Manyara (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:64).  
 
These regional characteristics describe farming and livelihoods in the areas as they generally are. 
This does not mean that all tendencies are reflected in each and every village and household. 
Exceptions exist, making the comprehension of livelihood mechanisms even more complex and 
challenging to explain. Simultaneously though, exceptions suggest even more interesting findings. 
4.5 Sigino and Mateves Village 
Mateves Village is located a few kilometres outside Arusha town in Arusha Region (see map 
below) and has unhindered access to a well-maintained asphalted road. On the way to Arusha town 
is a very large market place buzzing with activity. Furthermore, the village organises a weekly 
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market for internal sale and purchase. At this market the more empowered households do business 
in purchasing local produce and exporting it to external markets where prices might be more 
opportune. Maize and beans are the main crops produced in the village, primarily as subsistence and 
commercial crops respectively. The landscape is flat and vegetation limited, and with its light or 
golden-brown colours the soil gives the impression of being exhausted and infertile. The sun beats 
down mercilessly from dawn to dusk, forcing the villagers to hide in the scarce shadows while the 
day passes. The fields surround the scattered settlements, creating spatial distance between the 
households. In late October the fields are harvested and only weeds and a few withered plants 
remain. The land is dry and the village silent. Only the purple Jacaranda trees provide a spark of 
life. 
 
 
(source: Nelles Verlag) 
 
The impression of Sigino Village differs from that of Mateves Villages in many aspects. It is much 
more isolated, the nearest township being Babati town in Manyara Region (see map above). Sigino 
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is accessed by an extremely poor road reaching the local main road between Babati and Kondoa. 
Maintenance of the main road is long overdue. However, in contrast to Sigino’s access road, it is 
passable by car, but it is close to impossible and very dangerous to enter Sigino by car. Still, people 
somehow manage to appear after harvest to purchase the village crops. It is an unreliable solution 
though, as they do not always come. The villagers then have to manage to transport their produce to 
the market in Babati. Maize, beans and pigeon peas are the main crops in Sigino. Similarly to 
Mateves, maize is mainly for subsistence while beans and peas are primarily commercial crops. 
Around 500 villagers inhabit Sigino, thus it is somewhat larger than Mateves. Sigino has a school of 
its own, a factor which makes a significant contribution to the activity level of daily life. Chickens 
obstructing the footpaths and small children playing in the shadows all set the village in motion. 
Sigino is located in mountainous surroundings with the characteristic red soil, green vegetation and 
blue mountains on the horizon. The settlements are clustered on the hilly settings with the fields 
surrounding them illustrating a sense of unified belonging. While Mateves appears as a number of 
settlements indifferently dispersed in the African bush, Sigino leaves the impression of being a 
community. 
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PART THREE
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5 Analysis 
With the contextual frame established the case will be presented and analysed in respect to the 
research question. A total of ten farmers were interviewed, five residents of Sigino village in 
Manyara region and five of Mateves village in Arusha region. These are listed in the box below. 
 
Box 5a 
Sigino village Mateves village 
• Ismail 
• Manfred 
• Nikodemus 
• Peter 
• Rehema 
• Emmanuel  
• Raheli 
• Abel 
• Godwin 
• Ayubu 
 
The findings differ among the ten households as well as between the two villages. However, many 
aspects are similar and while incomes, activities and other livelihood characteristics may vary, the 
field findings demonstrate ten livelihoods that are not so diverse, facing the same main problems 
and constraints and enduring the same struggle.  
 
Initially their adverse production systems are analysed in terms of yield as well as cropping 
patterns. This provides an insight into their livelihoods, including their land constraints, and leads 
to the establishment of their individual poverty statuses. As the farm incomes are insufficient to 
provide subsistence for the households the agricultural constraints they face impeding agricultural 
development are described in order to assess the necessity of additional incomes. Subsequently, 
their additional incomes are analysed and determined as either off-farm or non-farm activities. In a 
parallel manner, the type of food insecurity present in the villages is detected and the extent to 
which this is reflected in their engagement in and motivation for livelihood diversification is 
analysed. This includes analysis of the incentives for and access to livelihood diversification in 
relation to the theoretical framework. Later in the chapter the farmers are grouped according to 
their livelihood strategies. This facilitates clarification of queries encountered throughout the 
chapter in the comprehension of the individual livelihoods. Finally, the findings are discussed in 
relation to the MKUKUTA priority. Consequently, this chapter seeks to answer the research 
question and will facilitate the final conclusions. 
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5.1 Production Systems 
The agriculture undertaken within the two villages comprises two adverse production systems. As 
explained in the previous chapter, maize and beans are the main crops in Mateves village, while 
the villagers in Sigino cultivate peas as well. Furthermore, the agricultural patterns and methods 
differ as well as the yield and agricultural intensity. While all the interviewed villagers are farmers 
and their households hence depend on agriculture as their main source of livelihood maintenance, 
their production systems are the natural point of departure for analysing their livelihoods.  
5.1.1 Yields 
Within all the households in question in both villages, maize is mainly used for household 
subsistence and is thus a so-called subsistence crop, while beans as well as peas are produced with 
the intent of sale in order to accumulate income and are, hence, commercial crops4. However, 
depending on the yield of both types of crops, their use can sometimes vary. Parts of the maize 
produce might be sold in cases where yields are high and more than sufficient in order to provide 
subsistence for the family. The surplus can then be sold off. Maize can also be used as a 
commercial crop when these crops fail. If the beans or peas yield are lower than expected, the farm 
family might need to sell maize in order to cover important non-subsistence needs, such as school 
fees, health care, farm inputs etc. Selling maize that does not constitute a surplus might, however, 
lead to insufficient access to food. The use of the traditional commercial crops sometimes varies as 
well. This is usually when yield is high. Depending on the state of the individual household, the 
beans or peas surplus is either included in food stock or sold for the purpose of livelihood 
maintenance or improvement of assets.  
 
The ten households interviewed have supplied, along with information about the size of their plots, 
the common produce gained per acre, and the market prices. These are represented in the table 5.1a. 
 
                                                 
4 Subsistence crops and commercial crops are not to be confused with the more common terms food crops and cash 
crops, as they do not express the type of crops but the use of the crops. All the crops cultivated in the two villages are 
food crops, however, some with the purpose of family usage and other with the purpose of sale, hence subsistence and 
commercial crops. 
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Table 5.1a Acres 
farmed 
Bags per acre, maize 
(price per acre) 
Bags per acre, 
beans (price per 
acre) 
Bags per acre, 
peas 
Price per bag, 
maize 
Price per bag, 
beans 
Price per bag, 
peas 
Mateves Village 
Emmanuel  8 8 (128000) 3 (120-150000)   16000 40-50000  
Raheli  5 10 (when bad 5-7) 
(150000) (75-105000) 
2-3 (150-200000)  15000  60-80000 (soya)  
Abel  1 10 (130000) 2 (60-70000)  13000 30-35000  
Godwin  3 7-8 (90000-127500) 3 (84000-120000)   12-17000 28000 - 40000  
Ayubu  3 7 (98000) 3 (84000-135000)  14000 28-45000   
Sigino Village 
Ismail  3,5 8 (72-96000) 4 (168000) 3 (90000-126000) 9-12000 42000  30000-42000  
Manfred  12 7-8 (90000-120000)  2 (96000)  3 (90000) 12000-16000   Up to 48000  30000  
Nikodemus  1,5 6-7 (78000-97500)  2 (96000)  30 kg in total 
(14400 in total) 
12000 -15000  Up to 48000  30000 (up to 50-
60000 if wait) 
Peter  1,5 7 (84000)  2-3 (60-90000)  12000   30000  
Rehema  1 9-15 (108000-225000)  3 (126000)   12000 -15000   42000   
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Based on this table, it is evident that yields per acre as well as prices per bag differ, even within the 
same village. The explanations for these differences are many. Each farmer emphasises that both 
these parameters fluctuate. Yields differ from one year to the next, depending chiefly on 
precipitation. Furthermore, while prices can also change on a yearly basis, the prices mostly rely on 
the season during which the bag is sold. Yields as well as prices are thus an estimate made based on 
the typical situation.  
 
While the farmers, at least within the same village, are exposed to the same weather conditions, 
other factors are likely to influence the yield. According to the farmers, this includes soil fertility as 
well as agricultural methods such as intensity of weeding and amount of seeds planted (regarding 
use of fertilisers and pesticides, see sub-section 5.3.1). Yield per acre is hence often different 
between the farm households. A similar argument can be put forward regarding the different prices. 
The farmers are experiencing the same fluctuating market prices; however, they sell their crops in 
different seasons and to different purchasers. Consensus exists as to the high influence that the 
differing purchasers have on the price. Farmers who are not able to transport their crops to markets 
are forced to accept the price offered in the village. It is simply a matter of lack of competition. 
Furthermore, with regards to bean prices, the significant differences in the price gained per bag are 
in some cases due to the fact that the farmers grow different sorts of beans. Soya beans attract the 
highest prices. Consequently, agricultural outcome and income differ per acre for the ten 
interviewed farmers. 
 
The farmers did not report in percentages the relation between the cultivated areas of the three 
crops. Based on table 5.1a though, it is true for most households that the income gained per acre is 
comparatively even independent on the crop cultivated. The exception is the household of Ismail. 
Furthermore, the households of Abel and Rehema farm only one acre each, while cultivating maize 
as well as beans. This might be a constraint in estimating the yield of each crop per acre as they 
cannot base this on experience, having less than one acre per crop. This is likely to explain the way 
in which their estimates are a bit peculiar compared to those of the other farmers. For the remaining 
households though, it seems that all three crops are almost equally profitable. However, this is not 
entirely the case. What does not clearly stand out from table 5.1a is the significant difference 
between the cultivation patterns of the smallholders in Mateves compared to those in Sigino.  
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The interviewed smallholders in Sigino village, except for Rahema who does not grow peas, 
intercrop their maize and pea plants. This means that the bags of peas per acre and the matching 
incomes are additional to those of maize as they are cultivated on the same fields. The pea-growing 
farmers in Sigino village thus gain nearly double the income for their maize fields as those farmers 
not involved in intercropping. Comparing the maize yield of the intercropping and non-
intercropping households, this is a surprising finding. The intercropping farmers are gaining a 
similar yield of maize while cultivating peas in addition. In order to understand how this is possible, 
it is useful to examine the findings of a similar study. 
 
Preston Sullivan has conducted many studies on yield from production systems based on 
intercropping, in different settings and with different crop combinations. Relevant to this case is his 
findings regarding maize and peas (though another type of maize and peas) intercropping presented 
in table 5.1b below. Here it is seen that the density of the maize plants and subsequent maize yield 
have an effect on the pea yield. The tendency is that the higher the plant density and maize yield, 
the lower the yield of peas. However, the table shows how an increase in seed rates from low 
density corn to medium density corn, does not decrease the pea yield. This indicates that certain 
maize-peas ratios will be more advantageous than others. It is likely that the farmers of Sigino 
village command a profound knowledge of the most opportune ratio. However, as the precise ratio 
present in Sigino village has not been examined, this is not of immediate relevance.  
 
Table 5.1b 
Seed Rates Corn (pounds/acre) Peas (pounds/acre) 
Full corn 5600 *** 
Full peas *** 1200 
Low density corn 4200 800 
Medium density corn 4600 800 
High density corn 5000 500 
(Source: Sullivan 2003:table 1) 
 
More interestingly is the correlation implying that an even higher plant density and maize yield, 
equal to the one gained with non-intercropping (full corn), would decrease the peas yield further. 
While a production system with full corn would not leave room for the peas, the intercropping 
farmers obtain a maize yield similar to those cultivating full corn and are somehow gaining a pea 
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yield in addition. Further scrutinising table 5.1a leads to the finding that Rehema, the only non-
intercropping farmer of Sigino village, in fact has a yield slightly higher than that of the 
intercropping farmers. This might imply that intercropping actually does decrease maize yield. 
However, comparing with Mateves village no unanimous tendency can be detected as to whether 
the yield is higher than that of the intercropping Sigino villagers. However, it is important to 
remember in this respect that other environmental conditions might apply as Mateves is located in 
another setting, which could have an influence on the agricultural conditions and yields.  
 
Other findings by Sullivan, presented in table 5.1c, show that the yield from maize can increase 
when intercropped with certain other crops. The explanation of this is, according to Sullivan, that 
diverse crops can compliment each other as they endure different biological processes (Sullivan 
2003). It is clear though that the maize yield increases at the expense of the other crops. As none of 
the interviewed villagers at either of the two villages cultivates peas on a non-intercropping basis, it 
is uncertain whether the pea yield would have been higher. Still, this might explain how the 
intercropping farmers gain a maize yield almost as high as Rehema’s.  
 
Table 5.1c 
Yields of corn, beans and squash grown alone or in a mixture  
Crop Pure Stand (pounds/acre) Intercrop (pounds/acre) 
Corn 1096 1533 
Beans 544 98 
Squash 383 71 
(Source: Sullivan 2003:table 2) 
 
Consequently, the intercropping smallholdings in Sigino village gain a maize yield similar to other 
smallholders but also a pea yield. This raises the questions of why they do not intercrop on their 
entire plots and why Rehema, as well as the villagers of Mateves, do not intercrop at all. The first 
question is simply answered. Seemingly, and according to table 5.1a, it would be more profitable 
for the four intercropping farmers to intercrop maize and peas on their entire plots gaining a higher 
yield from a subsistence crop and a commercial crop simultaneously, contrary to using part of the 
area for beans. However, another dimension to their production system entails that it is not more 
profitable. Besides the additional pea yield gained through intercropping, some of the bean-
cultivating farmers in Sigino village have yet another yield advantage not expressed in table 5.1a.  
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The households of Manfred, Nikodemus and Rehema grow beans twice a year on the same plot, 
thus gaining an income from bean yield twice as high as the amounts presented in the table. The 
areas cultivated with beans by these farmers are hence utilised in a manner creating similar profits 
as the areas used for intercropping maize and peas. Double-cropping of beans is possible as this is a 
fast-growing crop that can also be cultivated during the short rainy season from November to 
December. As in the case of intercropping, the double-cropping of beans takes place only in Sigino 
village, raising the question as to why the Mateves villagers do not double-crop. Furthermore, not 
all the farmers in Sigino village double-crop beans. Peter does not cultivate beans at all and Ismail 
cultivates his beans on a single-cropping basis.  
 
It is clear that the production systems between the villages differ. Contrary to the production system 
of Mateves village, the production system of Sigino village includes intercropping of maize and 
peas as well as double-cropping of beans. Furthermore, the production systems of the households 
within Sigino village are different. Manfred and Nikodemus both intercrop and double-crop. Ismail 
intercrops, but only single-crops beans. While Peter does not grow beans and Rehema does not 
grow peas, they intercrop and double-crop respectively. The following sub-section will seek to 
uncover how the characteristics of the different production systems are embedded in the household 
livelihoods and adverse contexts and vice versa.  
5.1.2 Cropping Patterns 
The fact that both intercropping and double-cropping are completely absent from Mateves villages 
indicates that the explanation is based in contextual circumstances. These might be that the 
extension worker in Sigino simply is more active than the one in Mateves. However, this is not 
supported by the villagers in Sigino though (see sub-section 5.3.2 ). The only explanation provided 
by the farmers is the one of Raheli in Mateves village, stating that they cultivate the crops that are 
suitable to the environment. This implies that the agricultural patterns of Mateves village are based 
on the environmental conditions for agriculture. Pigeon peas might not be suitable all places in 
Arusha region and hereby exclude the possibility of intercropping maize and peas. This is very 
much in line with the regional descriptions presented in the previous chapter, stating that pigeon 
peas are much more prevalent in Manyara region.  
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The environmental conditions differing between the two villages might include differences in 
altitude, precipitation, temperature and/or soil fertility. According to precipitation mapping 
conducted by FAO Country Profiles and Mapping Information System5, the precipitation should be 
similar for the two villages. They are both located within areas categorised as experiencing an 
average of 725 – 974 mm per year. Still, it is possible that the villages receive an amount of 
precipitation lying within each end of this span. The category is quite broad and a precipitation of 
nearly 250 mm per year seems a rather large difference. Hence, differences in precipitation can be 
the explanatory factor for the diverse cropping patterns between the two villages. However, it is 
possible that other environmental differences can be of significance as well, or that the diverse 
cropping patterns are taking place within completely identical environments. The fact that only two 
of the five farmers in Sigino village are utilising the environmental opportunities by both 
intercropping and double-cropping suggests that the explanation is not necessarily based in 
environmental differences. If other explanations for the limited production systems of the three 
remaining Sigino villagers can be established, the environmental constraints will seem more 
plausible as an explanation for the absence of intercropping and double-cropping in Mateves 
village. In order to comprehend why Ismail, Rehema and Peter apparently are not utilising their 
agricultural potential by undertaking both intercropping and double-cropping, it is necessary to 
clarify why the others do. 
 
It appears that two factors are of significance for the way in which the farmers utilise their land 
areas. These are economic potential and the risk involved. The most significant evidence suggesting 
that risk minimisation is in fact a consideration, within all the households, is the on-farm 
diversification that takes place. At least two crops are cultivated within all the households. While 
beans have a higher value per bag compared to maize, maize provides a higher yield per acre. As 
presented in table 5.1d, these two crops result in a very similar value per acre for most the farmers. 
 
Table 5.1d 
                                                 
5 Available at www.fao.org/countryprofiles/Maps/TZA/06/pp/index.html 
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This applies for single-cropping maize and beans as well as for intercropping maize with peas and 
double-cropping beans. Contrary to table 5.1a, the figures presented in this table includes the 
consideration that some intercrop an some double-crop. Ismail does hence no longer stand out, as 
cultivating crops not equally profitable. Only the households of Abel and Rehema dispute the 
notion of  similar profit gain per acre independent of the crops cultivated. However, the reporting on 
yield per acre of these households in particular have already been questioned, as they have less than 
an acre per crop and therefore are compelled to lean on estimates. Hence, disregarding these 
estimates, it is clear from table 5.1d that it would be possible to obtain a similar income by mono-
cropping one of the two crops instead of single-cropping them simultaneously or by either 
intercropping or double-cropping the entire plot. However, none of the households mono-crop and 
only Peter restricts his farming to intercropping. While the profit that the farmers gain from this 
diversification of their agriculture is not lower than it otherwise would have been, it is not higher 
either. This tells us that the motivation for on-farm diversification is very possibly risk 
minimisation. Furthermore, it shows that risk minimisation is not always a trade-off with income 
gain, as discussed within the theoretical framework.  
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With the remaining farmers attempting risk minimisation through on-farm diversification, the fact 
that Peter does not diversify his agriculture as much as possible suggests that risk minimisation is 
not a priority within his household. While Peter might not immediately seem any less risk 
concerned than Rehema and the Mateves farmers, who are also only cultivating one subsistence 
crop and one commercial crop, two significant differences should be accounted for. First of all, the 
Mateves villagers appear not to have the opportunity of cultivating more crops due to environmental 
conditions. The two types of crops cultivated were explained to be those most suitable in this 
particular environment. This indicates that the reason further on-farm diversification is not 
undertaken is because of limited access rather than a choice. Further on-farm diversification would 
perhaps be undertaken if these conditions were different. Hence, the fact that the Mateves farmers 
do not undertake further on-farm diversification does not necessarily mean that they are less 
concerned with risk. Peter, on the contrary, is not restricted from further on-farm diversification, at 
least not owing to environmental constraints. 
 
Secondly, is the notion that cultivation of peas is associated with a larger risk than to the cultivation 
of beans. The intercropping farmers, with Manfred in particular, expressed the concern that peas run 
a high risk of getting pest diseases and hereby constitute an unreliable crop. While peas are 
cultivated on an intercropping basis and thus provide an income supplementary to utilising the area 
for maize alone, expenses for seeds and a certain workload are yet required. While these might be 
small compared to the income potential, the high risk of crop failure suggests that pea cultivation is 
risked because the potential income is indispensable for the households. In this respect the risk is 
taken out of necessity. Still, for Peter peas are the only commercial crop and while others might rely 
on a single commercial crop as well, his crop is especially unreliable. His choice of not cultivating 
beans appears to be an expression of limited risk concern. 
 
By not intercropping her maize with peas Rehema fails to undertake all measures environmentally 
available for risk minimisation. However, as she is cultivating beans, she is less exposed to risk than 
Peter. As peas are connected to risk, she might consider the risk minimisation obtained by 
increasing income sources insufficient to invest the workload and inputs required. Similar 
considerations can be applicable for Ismail and explain his single-cropping of beans. Cultivating 
beans twice a year requires a larger workload and sufficient capital for bean inputs. It also includes 
higher risk, as the short rainy season is less reliable. These factors could explain why Ismail does 
 69  
not double-crop. However, if they did, they do not explain why Rehema, Manfred, and Nikodemus 
do double-crop. However, comparing Ismail’s bean yield to those of the remaining bean farmers in 
Sigino might explain why he does not double-crop. His yield per acre (per harvest) is nearly twice 
as high. While it is not possible to conclude causality based on such a limited correlation, this 
difference does however suggest an explanation. Perhaps double-cropping reduces the yield per 
acre per harvest, and Ismail for this reason chooses not to invest in bean inputs twice a year. 
Introducing national statistics on this matter questions that notion, however. On an average national 
basis, the yield gained per acre from the short rainy season is in fact slightly higher than the yield 
gained from the long rainy season. Of the many acres cultivated with beans during the long rainy 
season in Tanzania, only just over half that area is also cultivated with beans during the short rainy 
season (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:35). If double-cropping were to reduce the yield 
per acre per harvest, the average yield gained during the short rainy season should be lower than the 
yield gained during the long rainy season, as the latter average includes the single-cropping acres as 
well. 
 
The fact that the yield of the short rainy season is higher than the one of the long rainy season 
further indicates that precipitation is not the explanatory factor for the diverse agricultural patterns 
of the two villages. If yield does not decrease with a precipitation as limited as the short rainy 
season, the small annual precipitation differences between the two villages (if any) hardly seems 
likely to be influencing the agricultural patterns - unless the short rainy season in Mateves village is 
so limited that a yield similar to the long rainy season bean yield cannot be obtained and bean 
cultivation during that season is thus not regarded as worthwhile.  
 
However, this would still not explain why Ismail does not double-crop. His high long-rainy-season 
bean yield suggests that he plants more seeds during the long rainy season than the remaining 
Sigino farmers, as the density of seeds planted was one of the factors provided by the farmers 
regarding how one could increase yields. His double yield (per harvest) might be a result of planting 
a double amount of seeds at once. As he does not use fertilisers or pesticides either, this is a 
plausible reason for his high yields. The fact that he does not cultivate beans again during the short 
rainy season might hence merely be because he cannot afford more seeds. Limited financial access 
to seeds was reported by each and every one of the farm households. If this is the case, this priority 
includes a risk trade-off between betting the entire bean yield on one, quite reliable, rainy season or 
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spreading the risk over two rainy seasons, of which one is less reliable. While double-cropping is 
less convenient and as the yield gained in total apparently is the same, the incitement for double-
cropping must be minimising risk. Even though the short rainy season is less reliable than the long 
rainy season, most of the farmers for whom double-cropping is accessible appear to prefer dividing 
the risk of crop failure between these seasons. This, together with the findings related to pea 
cultivation, reveals a perception of even insecure income sources being important for risk 
minimisation. The priority of risk minimisation prevalent within all the households, except perhaps 
for the household of Peter, expresses vulnerability. It indicates that the farmers need to ensure the 
safety of their incomes, because their coping capabilities are inadequate to deal with failed incomes. 
As vulnerability is an equation of poverty, the poverty status of the individual households calls for 
clarification in order for the priority of risk minimisation to be established as an expression of 
vulnerability. 
5.2 Poverty Status 
When establishing the individual income potential per bag and number of bags per acre, the total 
income potential for maize (for some including peas) and beans respectively can be calculated 
based on the different plot sizes. While, as mentioned, the relationship between the different crops 
is unknown, the income potentials range from entirely maize cultivation (for some including 
intercropping) to entirely bean cultivation (for some including double-cropping). These calculations 
are presented in table 5.2a. It is a fact that the farmers do not sell all their maize; most is used for 
consumption. However, as the crops can at any time be translated into cash, the calculations provide 
an indication as to the wealth of the households. The yearly farm income is the basis for subsistence 
for an entire family and the number of household members is therefore of significance when 
assessing the poverty status of the individual households. Children might require less food and 
manage with a lower average daily farm income than adults; however, they generate other expenses, 
such as school fees, and are therefore in this calculation assessed as a household member equal to 
the adults. While farm incomes are concentrated around certain seasons they have to last the entire 
year. Consequently, the total farm income should be divided by the household size and all the days 
of the year in order to clarify the extent to which the families are enduring poverty in the 
internationally recognised manner.  
 
Table 5.2a  
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Bgs pr acre x Tshs pr 
bg x no. of acres / 
people / days of year = 
Tshs a day 
Household 
size 
Yearly income 
from maize 
(including peas)
Yearly income 
from beans 
Average daily farm 
income per person in 
Tshs 
Mateves Village 
Emmanuel  8 1024000 960000-1200000 352/330-412 
Raheli  5 750000 750000-1000000 412/412-549 
Abel  6 130000 60-70000 60/27-32 
Godwin  5 270000-382500 252000-360000 148-210/138-198 
Ayubu  7 294000 252000-405000 115/99-159 
Sigino Village 
Ismail  9 567000-777000 588000 173-237/179 
Manfred  8 2160000-
2520000 
2304000 742-865/791 
Nikodemus  3 252000-281250 288000 230-257/264 
Peter  4 216000-261000  148-179 
Rehema  4 108000-225000 252000 74-155/173 
 
The most common international poverty assessment tool is the poverty line of 1$ a day. This 
measure is individually adjusted for each country based on differing levels of purchasing power 
parity exchange rates. In Tanzania the national poverty line was in 2000/2001 established at 0.26$, 
equivalent to 259 Tshs a day (GoT 2005a:114). This measure is called the national basic needs 
poverty line and includes not only the minimum food expenditure, but also non-food expenditures 
for subsistence. Contrary to this is the national food poverty line, established at 189 Tshs a day in 
2000/2001, which merely includes the minimum expenditure for the minimum intake of calories for 
survival (Japan Bank for International Cooperation 2006:1). Based on the farm incomes alone, 
several of the households are below the national basic needs poverty line, and some even below the 
national food poverty line. The income differences are clear from table 5.2b below. 
 
Table 5.2b 
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With the exception of Emmanuel, Raheli and Manfred the households appear to be bordering on 
subsistence, or even struggling with starvation. Approaching the findings from another perspective, 
the situation seems less severe though. The calorie requirement for a human being is approximately 
2250 Kcal (Guyatt et al. 2002:847). When calculating the maize potential in kilos (one bag is 100 
kg) it is possible to establish the available amount of maize flour per person per day. Maize is the 
main source of nutrition for the households in question and nutritional intake from other sources is 
very limited. 100 grammes of maize flour contains 346 Kcal (Grandin et al. 1993:chapter 8), by 
which the minimum requirement is covered by an intake of 607 grammes of maize flour (own 
calculations). The maize flour is boiled into porridge with a dough-like consistency, called Ugali. 
Ugali is the most common meal in Tanzania, especially in the rural areas. In fact, it is so common 
that chakula (swahili for food) is used as a synonym (Wikipedia). In table 5.2b the available amount 
of maize flour (grammes) and subsequently calories from this is presented. It is, however, plausible 
that the nutritional value of maize flour declines when it is boiled. The calories per person per day 
might hence be even lower. 
 
Table 5.2c 
 Maize 
potential in 
kilos 
Per person 
per day in 
grammes 
Calories per person per day 
(100 grammes = 346 kcal) 
Mateves 
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Abel  1000 458 1584 
Ayubu  2100 824 2852 
Emmanuel  6400 2198 7604 
Godwin  2100-2400 1154-1319 3992-4563 
Raheli  5000 2747 9505 
Sigino 
Ismail  2800 854 2957 
Manfred  8400-9600 2885-3297 9980-11407 
Nikodemus  900-1050 824-962 2852-3327 
Peter  1050 721 2495 
Rehema  900-1500 618-1030 2139-3565 
 
According to results presented in this table only the household of Abel has access to an intake of 
calories below the minimum nutritional requirements. The households of Abuyu, Ismail, and Peter 
are alarmingly close to the minimum requirement as well. However, two significant factors 
undermine the relevance of these findings. One is that while Ugali might be the most important 
variable of the livelihood of these households, it is not the only one. Other basic needs are 
determining subsistence, such as water, health care, shelter, farm inputs etc. Also, expenses such as 
school fees, clothes, transportation etc. should be accounted for. These calculations are based upon 
the assumption that all income potential from farming was to be translated into nutrition. While this 
illustrates terms of survival similar to the national food poverty line, it does not regard a livelihood 
in its entirety. Secondly, these results do not take into account that these households, to differing 
extents, have incomes other than those from farming. However, as these incomes are very limited 
and agriculture is indeed the dominant basis of the subsistence, the calculations in this section 
provides strong indications of the poverty status of the individual households. 
 
The poverty status of the households clearly explains the priority of minimising the risk of crop 
failure. The incomes from agriculture are in most cases barely sufficient for the farmers to meet 
their calorie requirements. Failure of a single crop is hence very likely to lead to destitution and 
starvation. The apparently limited risk concern of Peter and Ismail cannot be explained based on 
their poverty status, as their households are barely ensured subsistence based on their farm income 
and therefore appear to be extremely vulnerable. While the risk minimisation undertaken by the 
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remaining households reduces the risk of failure of all crops, it does not prevent it entirely and it 
still leaves the risk of one crop failing. As this would have severe consequences, taking their already 
inadequate incomes into account, several issues are of significance in order to grasp the complexity 
of their livelihoods. The immediate issue is the comprehension of why they cannot generate a 
higher income from agriculture. The second is what they do instead to prevent destitution and 
starvation. The third and unavoidable issue is the extent to which they in fact do avoid destitution 
and starvation. 
5.3 Agricultural Constraints 
While agricultural development might seem straightforward and a simple equation of inputs and 
outcomes, the issue is in fact very complex and a result of various constraints. When confronted 
with the issue of low yields, the farmers provided a number of explanations. Following their 
perceptions, the main explanations are low fertility, lack of rain, land scarcity, lacking access to 
farm requisites (good seeds in particular), and the unfortunate combination of having neither 
education nor farm extension officers for counselling. Many other constraints were put forward 
though, and while consensus existed concerning most of them, some appeared to depend upon the 
resources of the individual households.  
5.3.1 Expensive Production Inputs 
Farm requisites are a unanimous concern. Good seeds, fertilizer and pesticides are available, but the 
prices are too high for the farmers to afford. They therefore use seeds of a poorer quality and no 
fertiliser or pesticides. A rumour even persists that the available production inputs are sometimes 
fake. Nikodemus reports two such incidences. Once the pesticides that he had bought destroyed his 
crops and another time he was unfortunate enough to buy seeds that did not deliver any crops. His 
conclusion to these incidences is that the pesticides as well as the seeds were fake. Whether or not 
this is true, such rumours further discourage people from investing in pesticides and fertilisers in 
addition to the high prices. Irrigation is not used either, as access to water is impeded. The farmers 
are hence completely dependent upon the rainy seasons for irrigation and have thus adjusted their 
agricultural patterns accordingly. 
 
The fact that the farmers do not use pesticides is recognised as a major constraint. It is not 
uncommon for the yield from beans and peas to be reduced due to diseases and maize and peas are 
often attacked by insects. Perceptions differ as to whether diseases or insects cause the most damage 
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and which crops are most vulnerable. The different perceptions probably arise as a result of the 
incidences the individual households have been exposed to. It seemed however as a general 
perception that peas are most vulnerable. However, independent of previous losses and 
corresponding risk perceptions, the farmers are equally exposed to the risk of insects as well as 
diseases as they produce the same crops and all lack the necessary precautions. The lack of fertiliser 
usage is, however, experienced as an even bigger problem. Especially in Sigino village, the farmers 
explain that due to the hilly landscape of their fields, precipitation occurring during the long rainy 
season is washing away the topsoil. As the farmers claim that they cannot afford erosion prevention 
measures, they consider fertiliser application evident and are concerned by the fact that they cannot 
afford this either. 
5.3.2 Access to Capital and Counselling 
Limited capital is obviously interlinked with poverty. The fact that the farmers lack capital for farm 
implements is caused by poverty as well as causing poverty. Micro finance services are almost 
inaccessible for poor, small-scale farmers like those of the ten households in question. They all 
agree that it is not possible to obtain loans through the micro finance institutes. Their knowledge of 
the specific obstacles differs. Some have heard it mentioned in the radio, some have been told about 
it from other farmers. No one, however, knows of anyone who has actually obtained a loan, and 
only one has attempted to obtain one himself. Nikodemus describes the procedures that he followed 
when applying for a loan at the National Microfinance Bank (NMB). It was a time-consuming, 
complicated procedure, which ended in a refusal. Either a business licence or title deeds on one’s 
plot are required as assets to obtain a loan and Nikodemus had neither. Furthermore, several of the 
farmers feel that their low education and limited knowledge are barriers preventing them from 
comprehending and engaging in the procedures. Rehema even claimed that corruption is prevalent 
in the micro finance institutes and that it is necessary to pay employees off in order to obtain loans. 
In general, the farmers gave the impression that the obstacles in obtaining a loan are insurmountable 
and the micro finance institutes as a source of capital are out of their reach. With the exception of 
the innovative Nikodemus, this has kept them from even attempting.  
 
When the agricultural development is impeded by a lack of knowledge it is the responsibility of the 
extension worker to intervene. The farmers might all lack the necessary assets required to obtain 
loans, but only Nikodemus was even familiar with the procedures. Both villages appear to endure 
inadequate extension services. Ismail explains that the extension officer went for a seminar and 
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never returned. He does not, however, consider this to be much of a loss, as it is his opinion that the 
extension officer did not even try to help anyway; his presence was merely a formality. Manfred, 
Nikodemus, and Rehema support the perception of the overdue extension worker, but state that their 
ward now shares an extension worker with another ward. This extension worker is hereby 
responsible for a total of eight villages. Peter adds that he has not meet this new extension worker 
and does not even know his name. This is not meant as blame though, as they all agreed that one 
person would not be able provide sufficient service for so many villages. 
5.3.3 Lack of Facilities, Equipment, and Labour 
All households report having no particular storage facilities. They store their crops in bags inside 
their houses. There is a special place inside the house where the crops are stored, but this spot is 
used for other purposes when the crops are sold. While the crops are hence temporarily occupying 
space in the homes, it does not appear to be of special concern. It is explained that these types of 
crops do not need a specially constructed storage space, as they are not damaged from being stored 
in the houses. It would only be a serious problem if the crops had been exposed to pesticides, which 
can be poisonous to inhale. However, as explained, they have not. Ismail adds that his crops are not 
stored for very long, so the inconvenience is limited. Storage facilities are presented as expensive to 
build, and while they are not considered necessary, they are hence not prioritised. In Mateves 
village community storage facilities are available, but they are similarly described as too expensive 
to rent considering the benefits. Especially in Mateves village, the farmers are very concerned with 
the issue of thieves. Storing the basis of one’s livelihood as close as possible seems reasonable from 
this perspective. 
 
The technological capacity differs between the two villages. While weeding is done by hand hoe, 
and planting as well as harvesting are done manually, the means for ploughing differ. In Mateves 
village, ploughing is done by tractor. Raheli informs that her household owns a tractor. She is not 
eager to explain how they have managed to afford this expensive asset, though. Perhaps due to the 
fact that she has a curious audience present. The remaining four households have to hire a tractor 
for this purpose. In Sigino village, on the contrary, none of the respondents use tractors. They use 
ox-ploughs, which they either borrow or hire. Manfred proudly explains that his family owns an ox-
plough, which he does not mind showing. The villagers of Sigino village provide several 
explanations as to why they, contrary to Mateves’ villagers, do not use tractors. First of all, the 
landscape hampers the use of tractors, as the slopes are too precipitous. Secondly, very few tractors 
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are available in the village. This is partly owing to the landscape and partly owing to the high prices 
for purchase as well as fuel. Third, tractors are expensive to hire. Ismail reports that they cost 
20,000 Tshs per acre in hire charges. Comparing this price with the potential incomes per acre 
(table 5.1d) this cost must be considered a high percentage of the profit. The fact that the 
households depend on each other for hiring or borrowing their technical equipment constitutes a 
problem in both villages. As they all grow the same crops with the same cultivation periods it is a 
common scenario that the planting is delayed for some as others occupy the equipment needed for 
ploughing, which is needed prior to planting. Especially in Sigino, as ox-ploughing is more time 
consuming. The worst case scenario is that this reduces the yields, as planting hence is not 
completed at the seasonally most opportune time. More commonly though is that delayed planting 
results in a later harvest, which can decrease the income gain per bag of the crop in question. 
 
A similar problem related to having the same cultivation periods is the one of peak labour demands. 
However, as to whether labour scarcity in fact exists in the areas, the farmers are in disagreement. 
The core of the disagreement though appears to be that labour is sufficiently available, but not 
affordable and hence not accessible to everyone. Abel, Ayubu, Godwin, Ismail, Peter and Rehema 
all depend upon family labour. Primarily this is from within the households, but when necessary 
and possible other relatives and sometimes even neighbours participate. Raheli and to some extent 
Emmanuel hire labour from a nearby large-scale coffee plantation, which depends on other 
cultivation periods and thus other peak labour seasons. Also in Sigino village, people from outside 
the village provide the labour. Nikodemus elaborates that labour supply as well as demand varies 
through out the year (this is also further explored in section 5.4). Within his household they sell 
maize in order to hire labour during peak labour demands. Manfred hires labour as well. Even 
though his household comprises many members, his plot is simply too big for them to cultivate 
alone. 
 
5.3.4 Market Access and Marketing  
The roads and hence market access differ much between the two villages, as explained. While 
conditions are quite good in Mateves, Sigino village is very isolated. They do have a road 
connecting them to the main road to the nearest town, Babati, but both these roads are extremely 
poor. The inhabitants consequently consider this a severe constraint. The limited access to means of 
transportation impedes market access further. The households of Abel, Emmanuel, Ismail, Manfred, 
Nikodemus and Peter do own at least one bicycle as a means for transportation. While these farmers 
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hereby seemingly are equalised in terms of transportation, this is far from the reality. Transportation 
by bicycle is for the Sigino farmers highly impeded by the poor shape of the roads. While they 
might be able to manage the stretch from their village to the main road, the main road is simply 
inaccessible by bicycle. It consists of loose, sandy soil with large, sharp stones. Even by car, a speed 
of 20-30 kilometres per hour is the absolute maximum. Exceeding this maximum led to an 
unpleasant off-road experience, as the road simply slithered like an avalanche into the alongside 
bush. While transportation by bicycle in Africa is often an impressive art, an outcome of highly 
developed skills, there must be limits to the display. It might however be possible to wheel a packed 
bicycle along the road and hereby use it as a type of cart for transporting adverse items. It is a long 
distance to walk though. Ayubu, Godwin and Emmanuel hire a tractor in order to transport crops to 
the market, while Rehema pays people to transport things for her. Also, Ismail has a hand-pushed 
cart for this purpose and Nikodemus has an ox-cart. Raheli obviously uses her own tractor for 
transporting crops. 
 
In Mateves village a market takes place on a weekly basis providing the villagers with a reliable 
marketing option. Contrary to this, is the situation in Sigino village, where businessmen are 
reported to appear on an irregular basis. The villagers wait patiently for the businessmen to show, 
but sometimes they fail to come. The villagers then have to find a way to transport their crops to 
Babati town instead. Prices can fluctuate at all markets, which is of great concern for the farmers in 
both villages. None of them have a prearranged purchaser ensuring them a specific price. Hence, it 
counts for all the households that when planting, they know neither of the yield they will achieve 
nor of the price. This makes livelihoods insecure and planning difficult. 
 
5.3.5 Agricultural Potential 
The ten villagers interviewed are all farmers and their households are hence strongly dependent 
upon agriculture. Reproducing the concern of the MKUKUTA, their agricultural livelihoods are 
faced with many constraints impeding their subsistence. The adverse constraints result in 
agricultural incomes insufficient for the farmers to maintain their livelihoods. Recollecting the 
previous section, most of the households are bordering on the poverty line when considering their 
farm incomes. As these apparently are impossible to improve, owing to a number of insurmountable 
constraints, the farmers are left to the device of other measures in order to subsist. Consequently, 
they are motivated to undertake additional income-generating activities, because they cannot subsist 
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on their farming alone. Their motivation for engaging in additional activities hereby appears to be a 
means for compensating for the land constraints that they experience.  
 
This leads to the finding that the activities undertaken are not likely to entail the incentive of 
increasing their standard of living in the sense established within the theoretical framework. The 
essential element in increasing the standard of living is that it is a voluntary act that seeks towards 
obtaining fortune and wealth, rather than covering basic needs. The incentive of compensating land 
constraints entails the same attempt of improving incomes, however in the sense that the 
agricultural outcomes are insufficient to provide subsistence for the households in question owing 
to land constraints, which is why compensating incomes are required. As agriculture still remains 
the main activity of the households, this sets the frame for when other activities are possible and 
necessary to engage in. Therefore the seasonal perspective on their agricultural patterns is analysed 
in order to facilitate a comprehension of the livelihood mechanisms determining the additional 
activities. 
5.4 Agricultural Seasonality 
The planting and harvest times for the ten households are presented in tables 5.4a and 5.4b. When 
comparing these two tables it is clear that the seasonal agricultural patterns differ between the two 
villages. Not only, as previously discussed, in terms of comprising adverse production systems, but 
also in the sense that the planting and harvest are postponed in Sigino compared to Mateves. This is 
with regard to maize in particular. The planting periods are similar in duration; one to two months 
for planting and two to three months for harvest. However, planting of maize initiates in December 
and January in Sigino while not until February in Mateves. Most of the harvest takes place during 
June, July and August in Sigino, while it is July, August and September in Mateves village. It might 
be as simple as the planting and harvest of maize being postponed owing to the integration of peas 
on the fields. The peas are planted at the same time as maize in Sigino, which might merely be a 
question of convenience. It is perhaps easier, or even necessary, to plant the two crops at the same 
time. The earlier harvest can from this perspective be explained by the earlier readiness of the maize 
due to earlier planting. Differences also exist regarding the ripening periods. However, these 
differences are limited, taking into account that some might complete planting at the beginning of a 
month and initiate harvest at the end of a month, while others might complete planting at the end of 
a month and initiate harvest at the beginning of a month. In relation to beans, comparison is less 
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Table 5.4a: Planting and Harvest Time in Mateves Village 
Crops January February March April May June July August September October November December 
Maize                  PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP                                                                              HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                 PPPPPPPP                                                                                                    HHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                 PPPPPPPPPPPPP                                                      HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                 PPPPPPPP                                                                               HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                 PPPPPPPP                                                                                                    HHHHHHHHHHHHH 
Beans                  PPPPPPPP                       HHHHHHHHHHH 
                                      PPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP                  HHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                                      PPPPPPPPP                 HHHHHH 
                                      PPPPPPPPP                 HHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                                      PPPPPPPPP                                                         HHHHHHH 
 
Table 5.4b: Planting and Harvest Time in Sigino Village 
Crops January February March April May June July August September October November December 
Maize PPPPPPPPPPPPPPP                                                          HHHHHHHHHHHHH 
PPPPPPPP                                                                           HHHHHHHHHHHHH                                                                                   PPPPPPPP 
PPPPPPPP                                                                                                HHHHHHHHHHHHHH                                                           PPPPPPPP 
PPPPPPPP                                                                            HHHHHHHHHHHHH                                                                                  PPPPPPPP 
PPPPPPPPPPPPPPP                                                                                HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
Beans                                       PPPPPPPPP                                   HHHHHHHHHHHHH 
                  HHHHHHHPPPPPPPPP                                  HHHHHHH                                                                                                   PPPPPPPP  
PPPPPPPPHHHHHHPPPPPPPPP                 HHHHHHHHHHHHH                                                                                                      PPPPPPP 
                  HHHHHHHHHHPPPPPPPPPPPPPPP           HHHHHHHHHHHHH                                                               PPPPPPPPPPPPPPP 
Peas PPPPPPPPPPPPPPP                                                                                                                          HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH 
PPPPPPP                                                                                                                                             HHHHHHHHHHHHH                   PPPPPPPP 
PPPPPPP                                                                                                                                             HHHHHHHHHHHHH                   PPPPPPPP 
PPPPPPP                                                                                                                         HHHHHHHHHHHHH                                       PPPPPPPP 
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apparent as most farmers in Sigino double-crop. However, the one farmer in Sigino (Ismail) who 
grows beans on a single-cropping basis follows a similar pattern to that in Mateves. The same, more 
or less, applies for the long rainy season bean cultivation of the double-cropping farmers. It is clear 
that the ripening period of beans is longer during the long raining season. 
 
Independent on the reasons for the differences in the seasonal agricultural patterns, the 
consequences following this are of significance to the individual livelihoods. The peak labour 
demands occur at different times and the market prices change. However, the harvest times for the 
individual households do not necessarily show when incomes from farming are gained. The prices 
fluctuate during the year according to supply and demand. Harvest time is thus not the most 
opportune time for selling the crops, as the supply is at its highest. In table 5.4c the seasonal 
variation of crop prices is illustrated. This illustration is an estimate based on the seasonal prices 
provided by the ten households and the factors explained as determining the price development, 
such as harvest times and the period of food shortage. Some years the prices might be higher and 
some years lower, but the tendency and mechanisms of the price development is the same. 
Furthermore, as described in the previous sub-section, the harvest times are slightly different among 
households and in particular between the villages. Similarly, the food shortage period varies in 
duration according to the asset base and wealth of the individual households. Thus, the illustration 
in table 5.4c is a rough sketch designed to explain the essential mechanism of the seasonal 
livelihoods, rather than a precise model to measure from.  
 
The table shows that the price for maize increases dramatically during the period of food shortage. 
This can, according to the farmers, be explained by the fact that the demand for food purchase 
explodes during this period. The household maize stocks are used up and people are hence forced 
to purchase maize for food. The period of food shortage is endured from January/February to 
May/June. This is how life in the two villages has been for the last few years - three years or six 
years, depending on the different perceptions. Precipitation has been inadequate during these years, 
which has had severe consequences for agriculture and the farmers. Hopefully, it is a temporary 
situation and not a reflection of climatic changes and general harder livelihoods. Normally, prior to 
the last years of drought, the period of food shortage was limited to May and June. In years of 
drought, the yields decrease and cause the household food stock to be used up earlier. Some years 
when harvests are extremely poor the national maize supply is insufficient to meet the high demand 
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Table 5.4c 
Maize   Beans      Peas  
 
Tsh. Pr bag 
Maize/beans 
Even higher 
 
16000/49000/60000 
15000/46000/55000 
14000/43000/50000 
13000/40000/45000 
12000/37000/40000 
11000/34000/35000 
10000/31000/30000 
9000/28000/25000 
 
Maize/beans/peas                                                                                      -----------------Maize harvested---------------- 
               ---Beans---                                  --------Beans harvested----------- 
                                                                                                                  -------Peas harvested------------- 
     ----------Period of food shortage---------                                                                                             
----------                                                           --Period of pea shortage--                                                  --Period of bean shortage--- 
                                         ----Long rainy season---                                                                                                                --Short-- 
 January February March April May June July August September October November December 
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generated by increased household purchase due to the low yields of subsistence crops. In such cases 
the prices increase even further. The farmers state that this situation has occurred repeatedly during 
the last few years.  
 
In order to prevent this happening again the Government of Tanzania closed the border to Kenya for 
food crop export during the fall of 2006. This was confirmed by Mr. Lemweli, Assistant Director of 
National Food Security within the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security. At the time of the 
interviews (October-November 2006) the farmers reported a decrease in the fall prices for food 
crops compared to other years, which they presently regarded as unfortunate as during that time 
they were selling crops on the market. It is, however, possible that this in fact has turned out to be a 
benefit and relieved the period of food shortage. This was unknown at the time of the interviews, 
though. However, at the time of the interviews the farmers were optimistic about the coming food 
shortage season, as the yields that year were promising. Still, enduring food shortage of this 
duration several years in a row was described as extremely tough as the asset bases were exhausted 
from the previous year. 
 
During the food-secure season, availability as well as accessibility persist and are explanatory 
factors for the adequate intake of calories. Similarly, availability and accessibility determine the 
calorie intake during the food-insecure season or ‘hungry season’. However, here these factors limit 
the intake rather than facilitate it. While access might seem as the dominant factor in this respect, 
both factors are in fact highly influential. When the household crop stock is emptied, it is mainly the 
financial capacity of the household that defines their capability of purchasing food. However, their 
purchasing capability is equally determined by availability in the sense that prices are a function of 
such. The household incapability of accessing food during the rather long food insecure season is 
thus a result of food availability in local markets as well as individual financial accessibility. 
 
After several months of continuous increases in maize prices, the prices peak somewhere around 
May when the bean harvest is initiated. While beans are a food crop, for these farmers they are 
mainly a commercial crop. Hence, they will not usually be used for consumption, even during 
desperate times, as they constitute a main income source and hence an important part of the future 
livelihood. Part of the bean crop might be sold, however, in order to purchase maize for 
consumption, but maize is extremely expensive at this time, so this is not a common procedure. 
   84
Whether or not beans are transformed into consumption varies among the households. Some choose 
to prolong the hungry period in order to save the beans. The maize prices consequently drop at the 
time of the bean harvest, and during June when the maize harvest begins the prices becomes 
affordable once more. They are still high, but as the following months pass and everybody 
eventually harvests their maize fields, the prices gradually decline. In December or January they are 
at their lowest, until food again becomes short and prices rise.  
 
The price variation for beans is quite different owing to the fact that beans are a fast-growing 
commercial crop. The fact that beans are a fast-growing crop means that they are cultivated twice a 
year in many places in Tanzania. Thus, the harvest occurs twice and influences the price 
development twice. The bean harvest resulting from the short rainy season is smaller, however. The 
yield per acre is the same, but the total land area utilised for beans on a national basis is almost half 
the size during the short season (National Bureau of Statistics et al. 2006:35). This tendency is 
clearly reflected in the farming patterns of the farmers interviewed. Consequently, the impact of the 
short season harvest on the price development is considerably less, compared to the long season 
harvest. The fact that beans are a commercial crop is of similar significance to the price 
development. The beans are not usually consumed by the local farmers but sold on to wealthier 
population groups who do not experience a food shortage. The bean price does not therefore depend 
on the period of food shortage, but on bean shortages that occur on the market, similar to market 
shortages which could occur in relation to cash crops or other non-food items. 
 
Through January bean prices are high as the crop is insufficient to cover the market demand. In 
February the short season harvest to some extent fills this gap and the prices temporarily decline. 
This does not continue for long as beans quickly become scarce again and the price rises. Similar to 
the maize price development, the bean price peaks at the end of April or the beginning of May, 
when the bean harvest resulting from the long rainy season is initiated. From this point, the price 
decreases through out the harvest period until mid-September, when it stagnates for approximately a 
month and the bean price is at its lowest. Eventually the supply dries up and demand catches up. By 
this time the price starts increasing. 
 
The most opportune time for selling maize would hence be during April or May, while for beans it 
is either April or December to January. However, it is not usually possible for the farmers to sell 
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during these periods. Unless the harvest has been particularly profitable maize is mainly intended 
for consumption. Despite this the farmers all report having to sell parts of their maize crop to 
finance other basic needs, when the income from beans is insufficient. The sale of maize is hence 
not planned, but resulting from unexpected expenses or due to the failure of other incomes. Maize is 
thus not likely to be sold during the most opportune times. The price gained from the sale of maize 
constitutes for this reason the current seasonal price, which might be low. Furthermore, as all 
households reported several months of food shortage in the wet season, it is hardly possible to sell 
maize during April or May as food stocks are used up. 
 
With regards to beans, planning the sale is less complicated as this crop is intended sale. If the 
harvest is done early in the harvest period, it might be most opportune to sell as quickly as possible 
before the price declines. Otherwise, the highest profit will be obtained when postponing the sale 
until the bean shortage at the end of the year when prices have increased again. Still, a significant 
factor influencing the selling time is the cash demand of the individual households. Nikodemus 
explains that he always attempts to postpone the sale until December, when he can get 48,000 Tshs 
per bag of beans. However, this attempt is rarely successful as his household cannot wait this long 
for an income. Similarly, Rehema states that unexpected incidents often force her to sell her crops at 
inopportune times.  
 
The selling time of crops is consequently a result of external factors such as market prices 
determined by demand and supply resulting from the harvest endowment as well as internal factors 
in terms of vulnerability, needs and expenses. Circumstances change throughout the year and 
different conditions are related to adverse crops and production systems. Whether a household for 
instance gains an income from beans in February is of significant importance as to how it can 
manage during the food shortage season. The livelihoods of the individual households are hence 
based on their adverse production systems. This is decisive for their farm incomes, their needs for 
additional incomes and their possibility of engaging in activities generating additional incomes. The 
food shortage period endured by each and every one of the households does not only reflect a 
limitation of their production systems, supporting the need for additional activities with the 
intention of compensating for land constraints as established in their poverty status. The nature of 
the food insecurity suggests a more complex pattern of the motivations behind engagement in 
additional activities. 
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It is clear that food security does not exist within the interviewed households all year round. They 
all report suffering from food shortage and starvation. This is not a chronic condition, however. 
Food insecurity occurs temporarily and on a seasonal basis. As food becomes scarce each year it 
cannot be regarded as transitory in the sense of unexpected, irregular food insecurity as defined 
within the theoretical framework. The food insecurity identified in Mateves and Sigino villages are 
thus most coherent with the seasonal occurrence provided by Robert Chambers. Still, an important 
perspective is the fact that the incidences were reported as having worsened during recent years. 
Food shortage used to emerge during May and June, but over recent years it has begun much 
earlier. A period of food shortage is hence expected, but this lengthy duration had not been taken 
into account, at least not initially. Following this line of thought, one could argue that the expected 
seasonal period of food shortage entails an unexpected and irregular element with regard to the 
duration. As duration is highly significant for coping as well as preventive measures, this element 
must be considered to be of great importance. Therefore the type of food insecurity experienced in 
the villages must be assessed as a combination of transitory and seasonal food insecurity, as it has 
the characteristics of both. Taking the theoretical framework into account, this ought to be a 
significant factor in the motivation for engagement by the farmers in additional activities. The 
seasonal aspect provides the anticipation of food shortage, which facilitates planning and preventive 
measures. The characteristics of transitory food insecurity, here related to the duration, apply 
significance to the accessibility of coping measures. 
5.5 Additional Incomes 
More than half the interviewed households reported having livelihood sources and  incomes in 
addition to their farm incomes. In Mateves village most farmers utilise their cows for milking, 
which provides them with an additional livelihood source. This is a limited one, however. The most 
common type of cattle in Tanzania, the Tanzanian Shorthorn zebu, produces a very small amount of 
milk compared with other types of cattle. According to Ayubu in Mateves village, the advantage is 
that it can feed on sparse vegetation and survive under miserable conditions, which might explain 
the limited produce. However, besides water the cows do not demand any input and are thus low on 
expenses. In Sigino village, the farmers also have livestock but they do not milk their cows. This 
difference might originate in cultural differences (see chapter 4) even though the villages are less 
than 200 km apart. 
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Furthermore, Abel, Ayubu and Godwin as well as Emmanuel in Mateves village and Nikodemus in 
Sigino village explained how they perform a small-scale business in buying crops in their own 
village and selling it at other markets or during other seasons. Nikodemus and Ayubu, however, 
emphasised that owing to a lack of capital this is on a very small scale. Nikodemus also has a 
business of renting other fields from people who are unable to utilise them themselves. As his own 
plot is small he can manage more farm work during the labour-intensive seasons. Raheli states that 
she sells vegetables and fruit at the local market as an additional income. Some confusion exists as 
to where she obtains these items as all the farmers interviewed, including Raheli, maintained that 
they are unable to tend gardens for the supply of their own produce owing to insufficient rain. She 
might be gathering these items in the surrounding areas. Raheli’s household obtains a further 
income from renting out its tractor. This is primarily prior to the planting season when they have 
finished ploughing their own plot, but also to some extent throughout the remaining year if other 
villagers need a means of transportation of crops. Manfred rents out his ox-plough when he does not 
need it himself.  
 
Besides these activities, the farmers engage in a number of activities during the food shortage 
period. These mainly include the sale of assets, such as livestock, and wage labour. The latter can 
either be to large-scale farmers or plantations, or to farmers in the villages who are simply better 
off. Further, selling labour for construction work is undertaken in Mateves village. An overview of 
the total of additional activities in the two villages is presented below. 
 
Box 5.5a 
Additional activities in Mateves and Sigino village: 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale farmers or plantations  
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who are better off, e.g. for weeding  
• Selling labour for construction work  
• Working for food  
• Borrowing food  
• Milking 
• Crop trade  
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• Renting fields  
• Leasing tractor and ox-plough  
• Selling wild fruits and vegetables  
 
While not all the households are engaged in all the above activities, the two villages when viewed 
as a unit are engaged in livelihood diversification with the characteristics of both off-farm and non-
farm activities. Based on the definitions provided within the theoretical framework, the activities 
can be categorised as follows.  
 
Box 5.5b 
Off-farm activities: 
• Selling labour to large-scale farmers or plantations  
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who are better off, e.g. for weeding  
• Renting fields 
• Crop trade 
• Renting out tractor and ox-plough 
• Working for food 
 
Box 5.5c 
Non-farm activities: 
• Selling labour for construction work 
• Selling assets 
• Working for food 
• Borrowing food 
• Milking 
• Selling wild fruits and vegetables 
 
The off-farm activities reported are diverse. Within the theoretical framework, it was established 
that wage labour on other farms is usually the most common off-farm activity in rural Africa. This 
notion is reproduced within this case study, as wage labour on other farms is the main off-farm 
activity, engaged in by all the households. Still, several other off-farm activities are of significance 
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within these villages. These might differ from common definitions of off-farm activities and one 
might argue that they rather belong to the non-farm category. Crop trade, for instance, is an activity 
not easily placed. Within the theoretical framework, trade is listed as a common type of non-farm 
activity. However, the nature of the trade tends towards off-farm characteristics. The farmers 
speculate in purchasing crops at low prices and profiting on their sale at higher prices, either owing 
to seasonal or geographic variables. Bearing in mind that the main benefit related to non-farm 
activities was argued to be the detachment from agricultural risks, such as unpredictable weathers 
and market fluctuations, crop trade can hardly be considered a non-farm activity.  
 
Similar arguments can be put forward with regard to renting fields as well as renting out tractors or 
ox-ploughs, as these activities are also highly dependent upon agricultural risks. Selling wild 
vegetables and fruit might appear to be an on-farm activity, but owing to the fact that these items 
are not cultivated but gathered, this must be considered a non-farm activity. Working for food can 
be either related to agriculture or not, which is why it is presented within off-farm as well as non-
farm activities. Borrowing food on the other hand, is an activity that a household can undertake 
independently of agricultural risks. Obviously, this activity might indirectly be impeded by 
agricultural risks in the sense that there might not be anything to borrow. Still, as all the non-farm 
activities can be indirectly affected by agricultural risks (see chapter 3), this is not a valid argument 
for categorising this activity as anything but non-farm. 
 
The engagement in these activities, off-farm as well as non-farm, expresses adverse motivations, 
even though the intention with them all is livelihood maintenance. First of all, the season during 
which the activities are undertaken reflects whether the motivation is preventing food inaccessibility 
or is a consequence of such. Secondly, preventive measures can comprise different motivations. 
 
5.5.1 Preventive measures 
Not surprisingly, taking the established poverty statuses into account, several activities were indeed 
engaged in in the villages in order to compensate for land constraints. The activity most directly 
reflecting the incentive of compensating for land constraints is perhaps the one of renting additional 
fields. This shows the perception of the farmer in question that the main constraint for an adequate 
livelihood is the limited access to land. The straightforward solution is consequently comprehended 
as expanding the area of cultivation. Another straightforward solution to land constraint would be to 
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address the issue of low yield per acre. None of the farmers have engaged in such activities though. 
This indicates that constraints such as access to fertiliser and pesticides are beyond the capability of 
the small-scale farmers. They are very committed to weeding though, in an attempt to gain the 
highest yields possible with the current farm input. This has unfortunately proven an insufficient 
means of gaining adequate farm incomes.  
 
Box 5.5d 
Compensating for land constraints: 
• Renting fields  
• Renting out tractor and ox-plough  
• Selling wild fruits and vegetables  
• Crop trade 
• Milking 
 
Instead, they employ other income accumulating activities. These are off-farm as well as non-farm 
activities. Gathering wild fruits and vegetables in the local settings and renting out ox-ploughs and 
tractors are important means of creating additional income with the incentive of compensating for 
land constraints. The latter is probably the most lucrative, but is of course dependent upon capital 
for the purchase of such assets. The most prevalent activity with the incentive of compensating for 
land constraints is crop trade. The farmers purchase crops with the intention of selling it at higher 
prices at other markets or during another season. While this might seem to be an easy way of 
earning additional income it was reported as being both risky and requiring considerable capital. 
Nikodemus explains how he usually buys maize in his village in November when the price has 
decreased to 12,000 Tshs a bag and sells it for 13,000 Tshs at the market in the nearest town, 
Babati. However, he sometimes experiences that the price is even less than 12,000 Tshs as it 
decreases rapidly during this season. He hereby risks losing money on this business. Despite this 
risk half the households admitted engaging in this activity. This fact disputes the notion of poor, 
small-scale farmers being risk adverse. Even though this activity was stated as having been a source 
of financial losses, it was the lack of capital that limited the engagement rather than the risk. This is 
a peculiar finding considering the parallel efforts undertaken in order to minimise risks, implying 
that risk is taken out of necessity, rather than choice.  
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Besides the on-farm diversification analysed at the beginning of this chapter, other efforts are 
undertaken in order to minimise risk in both villages. All the interviewed farmers own either 
livestock, chickens or goats. In Mateves village the farmers milk their livestock as yet another 
means of supporting their livelihoods by compensating for land constraints. As mentioned, this was 
not the case in Sigino village. Still, in both villages the ownership of livestock - chickens as well as 
goats - is considered important. According to the villagers this is owing to the possibility of selling 
these assets during the hungry season or in other cases of despair, such as death or sickness in the 
family. The farm animals hence constitute a safety net, prioritised in order to minimise risks. Like 
the entitlement of other assets farm animals increase the coping capability of the households, 
making them less vulnerable and hence reducing the risk of destitution and starvation. 
Consequently, this preventive measure is motivated by risk minimisation. On-farm diversification is 
prioritised in order to prevent income failures. Asset accumulation, on the other hand, is intended to 
ensure an income when failure has struck. This double-stranded risk minimisation is motivated by 
the nature of the food insecurity that exists. They know that their agriculture will fail, or at least not 
deliver an adequate yield for all household members to subsist throughout the entire year. 
 
Box 5.5e 
Risk minimisation: 
• On-farm diversification 
• Accumulating assets 
• Storing crops 
 
Another measure undertaken as part of the second level of their risk minimising efforts is crop 
saving. The farmers all attempt to save a quantity of maize for the hungry season. Knowing that a 
long period of food shortage is most likely to come, each year they choose to put maize aside. 
Maize is more suitable for storing than beans and peas, which tend to be attacked by insects if kept 
too long. Furthermore, maize constitutes the subsistence crop and a cheaper meal; as maize is what 
they lack during the food shortage, maize is logically what they choose to save. Maize saving 
reflects an intentional long-term planning perspective. However, in most cases this fails. 
Unexpected circumstances usually arise, forcing the farmers to utilise the savings before the start of 
the hungry season. Even for those who do succeed in this attempt, it is not enough. They also 
experience food shortage. However, it is likely to be postponed and the duration thus reduced. An 
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immediate question arises from this finding. Why do they not save more maize? The farmers 
explicitly explained how this saving attempt fails year after year or is at least insufficient. This 
implies either one of two explanations; they cannot dispense a larger quantity or they prioritise their 
present livelihoods before their future ones. Findings related to the activities undertaken as coping 
strategies provide an indication of the answer.  
5.5.2 Coping Measures 
During the period of food shortage several coping strategies are applied. Primarily these include 
work, off-farm as well as non-farm, and the sale of assets. Wage labour, as well as work for food, 
are initiated. All the households sell labour to other farms during the food shortage period. These 
are usually large-scale farms cultivating other types of crops with other periods of peak labour 
demand. In Mateves village coffee plantations are emphasised as a possibility. As mentioned, some 
of the Mateves farmers hire labour for their own fields during harvest times from a nearby coffee 
plantation. Apparently, there is an exchange of labour taking place between these households and 
this coffee plantation, although on a wage labour basis. Ismail weeds fields for people in better 
conditions, Godwin does construction work in the local area6, and the household of Peter work for 
food. The labour demand is low during this period and the supply is extremely high. Jobs are hence 
not many. The farmers are not picky though; during this period they take whatever they can get. 
The labour wage fee is estimated at approximately 1,000 Tshs a day,7 depending on the type of job, 
but less if lunch is included. This is obviously not much. But compared to table 5.2a it is much 
more than the average daily farm income per person. Furthermore, it is nearly four times the basic 
needs requirement according to the national basic needs poverty line (see section 5.2). Still, as jobs 
are difficult to obtain, this salary is likely to have to provide for an entire family.  
 
Furthermore, borrowing food was explained to be a common coping mechanism. Significantly, 
though, is that only Godwin admitted to relying on this coping mechanism. He insisted, however, 
that borrowing food is a common act as a last resort. The other farmers did not reject the idea of 
having to borrow food, as they were not directly asked, but they did not mention it as a coping 
strategy either. Their dependence on social networks for survival can thus be detected only through 
the perception of this single farmer. Still, it is plausible that this is indeed taking place within both 
Sigino and Mateves village, as the fact that borrowing food can be a factor of embarrassment might 
                                                 
6 Much construction work was taking place in the area surrounding Mateves village, building brick houses for wealthier 
people from Arusha town. 
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be what kept the remaining farmers from mentioning it. Borrowing food may in fact be the way in 
which they continue through these periods of severe distress, which is not only impressive but 
incomprehensible at times, taking their asset bases and incomes into account.  
 
Box 5.5f 
Coping strategies: 
• Selling labour for construction work 
• Selling assets 
• Working for food 
• Borrowing food 
• Selling labour to large-scale farmers or plantations  
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who are better off, e.g. weeding  
 
These livelihood-diversifying activities, independent of the extent of involvement in the activity of 
borrowing food, are hence undertaken with the incentive of coping. None of the farmers is engaged 
in any of these activities for any purpose other than coping or at any time when not experiencing 
food shortage or distress. These activities could have constituted compensation for land constraints 
as additional incomes and risk minimisation, since the number of income sources would have 
increased. They do not though, despite the notion that these activities might have been more 
attractive outside the hungry season.  
 
Similarly to the seasonally changing crop prices, wages change throughout the year according to 
demand. Working on other people’s farms outside the hungry season would hence provide a higher 
salary than during the hungry season, when labour supply is exceeding labour demand. Following 
this line of thought, it would similarly be beneficial to sell assets before the hungry season, when 
the price declines. The assets commonly sold are livestock, chickens and goats. Peter further notes 
that he sometimes has to sell his bicycle. After harvest the farmers buy their assets back. Or similar 
ones at least. The problem with this food shortage mechanism is that like crops, the price of assets 
also varies during the year. As many households are forced to sell assets during the food shortage 
period, the supply exceeds the demand. The prices thus decline during this period. Manfred offers 
an example. A cow worth 300,000 Tshs, is sold for the low price of 100,000 Tshs - a third of the 
                                                                                                                                                                  
7 Approximately 5 Danish kr. 
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actual value. The farmers are in an unfortunate position as they are compelled to accept the low 
price, as they are in desperate need of cash. When the period passes and they can afford purchasing 
assets the prices have increased and similar assets are now more expensive. The household hence 
either loses money on these assets or is limited to buying fewer assets, while hereby reducing their 
asset base and making the household more vulnerable. Nikodemus elaborates the complexity of this 
issue. His household owns one cow. This cow is an important asset, as it is used for ox-ploughing. 
During the recent years he has had to sell this cow during the food shortage period. He cannot plant 
until he has ploughed and he cannot buy a new cow until he has harvested. For this reason he only 
sells the cow when it is absolutely necessary.  
 
All the farmers support the statement that they do not sell their assets until it is necessary and are 
therefore settling for the low price. This is despite the fact that selling a cow, or other assets, when 
prices are high and purchasing one when prices are low, would make an attractive profit. None of 
the households undertakes such speculations, however, even though selling and purchasing assets 
does not entail hard work or consume much time. Furthermore, while some assets contribute to 
livelihoods, others do not. In Sigino village for instance, they do not utilise cows for milking. While 
the ownership of a cow might include both social status and a secure measure for the safekeeping of 
money, one might argue that these factors are insignificant compared to the potential economic 
gain.  
 
Hence, for some reason, the farmers sell neither labour nor assets outside the hungry season. 
Similarly, the preventive measures are only undertaken by some. The inadequacy of involvement in 
preventive activities, including saving insufficient maize, lacking speculation in asset sale and the 
choice of only engaging in their coping activities as coping strategies, all expressed in the returning 
state of starvation, indicates that either the concern or the long-term planning capability of the 
small-scale farmers interviewed is limited. This argument is, however, not easily acceptable, 
considering the gravity of the implications. This implies that while motivated by constrained 
production systems and food insecurity, their engagement in livelihood diversifying activities has a 
restricting factor - access. It is difficult to comprehend that they should choose not to undertake as 
many preventive measures as possible, taking into account the anticipated nature of the food 
shortage. Their limited engagement in livelihood-diversifying activities with the incentive of 
preventing food shortage must simply be a matter of restricted access.  
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5.5.3 Access to Additional Activities 
With the types of livelihood diversification identified, the access of the households to the adverse 
types of livelihood-diversifying activities can be systematically assessed. Engagement in a number 
of off-farm and non-farm activities was reported in the villages, indicating that these to some extent 
are accessible. All the interviewed villagers were involved in some of these activities. Which 
activities in particular and the volume of the involvement differed, however. This can be explained 
by the diverse constraints included, depending on the nature of the activity. The off-farm activity of 
selling labour to large-scale plantations or farms within the village is obviously dependent upon the 
labour demand. This was explained to be smaller than the labour supply, at least during the food 
shortage period. In Mateves, a large coffee plantation nearby constituted a fairly reliable, yet 
insufficient, labour demand, which might make this activity more accessible than for the villagers of 
Sigino village. Working for food is similarly dependent upon the labour supply.  
 
The access to fields for rent is very limited owing to land scarcity. Only one household was lucky 
enough to obtain access to this activity. Trading crops and renting out tractors or ox-ploughs are 
limited by capital. Only households relishing the ownership of this expensive farm equipment can 
accumulate income from this source. Few of the farmers in question had this advantage. Crops trade 
is based upon capital to purchase crops. Furthermore, in order to sell at higher prices and hereby 
gain a profit, physical access to other markets with higher prices, or the capacity to store until more 
opportune times, is needed. As many reported engagement in this activity, the access must be 
reasonable. Still, several respondents emphasised that their involvement in this activity was limited 
by these constraints. 
 
The constraints related to access to non-farm activities are quite similar. Selling wild fruit and 
vegetables requires the physical capacity to gather these items. As only one family reported this 
activity the access might somehow be restricted, or it might be considered an unattractive means of 
livelihood diversification. Selling assets is accessible for most households, as they all own some 
assets, even though in some cases these might be indispensable. Access to milking depends on the 
ownership of cows and knowledge of utilisation. Selling labour for construction is not only 
restricted by labour demands, but also requires construction skills. Foods for borrowing are most 
easy accessed by those having a large social network of better-off people. 
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Hence, it appears that several off-farm as well as non-farm activities are accessible for the ten 
households. However, not all activities are accessible to all. A higher number of activities were 
undertaken by the five households of Mateves village in total compared to the five of Sigino village. 
Also, in Mateves village a total of four activities were reported as being undertaken by each of the 
households, while this number was only two in Sigino village. Only three households in Sigino 
village were involved in additional activities to these, while this was the case for all the five 
households in Mateves village. It is important though, in this respect, to emphasise that the fact that 
they did not mention involvement in other activities does not necessarily mean that it does not take 
place. It is possible that more households in Sigino village are engaged in crop trade or that more 
households in Mateves village perform construction work. It is possible that they forgot some 
activities while listing them or that they, for whatever reason, chose to leave certain activities out. 
Still, as this can be true for them all, the higher number of activities reported in Mateves does 
indicate a trend.  
 
Box 5.5g 
Sigino village: 
• Selling assets (all) 
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who are better off, e.g. for weeding (all) 
• Working for food (Peter) 
• Renting fields (Nikodemus) 
• Leasing ox-plough (Manfred) 
• Crop trade (Nikodemus) 
 
Box 5.5h 
Mateves village: 
• Selling assets (all) 
• Selling labour to large-scale farmers or plantations (all) 
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who are better off, e.g. for weeding (all) 
• Milking (all) 
• Selling labour for construction work (Godwin) 
• Borrowing food (Godwin) 
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• Crop trade (Emmanuel, Godwin, Abel, and Ayubu) 
• Leasing tractor (Raheli) 
• Selling fruits and vegetables (Raheli) 
 
 
The villagers of Mateves village seem to have a higher number of activities to choose from and to 
be involved in more activities. This could indicate either that their activities are more profitable and 
hence more motivating or that their activities are less profitable and a higher number is needed. 
Furthermore, as a convincing consensus was detected in both villages regarding the desire of 
obtaining additional incomes, at least during the food shortage period, the larger individual 
engagement in off-farm and non-farm activities demonstrated in Mateves village implies better 
access within this village. Hence, access appears to be highly influential for engagement in 
livelihood-diversifying activities. The higher engagement in Mateves village is in line with the 
notion that location is evident in this relation in the respect that road and market access improve 
access to activities. Mateves has not only a large-scale coffee plantation nearby, but also a large 
market close to the village, reasonable access to Arusha town (one of the largest towns in the 
country), and is experiencing a development towards a semi-urban environment. This development 
includes the construction of brick houses initiated by wealthier citizens from Arusha town. Thus, it 
is perhaps surprising to find that the differing engagement between the two villages is not more 
distinct. 
 
While off-farm and non-farm activities appear as more accessible in Mateves village and the 
engagement in the activities available within the villages respectively is partly restricted by adverse 
constraints, further livelihood diversification does not immediately seems entirely inaccessible 
when the available activities are scrutinised individually as above. However, recalling the study 
conducted by Stefano Ponte, the number of activities accessible increases the likelihood of 
engagement in activities that are profitable. A limited access to activities restricts the options to 
choose from and thereby the possibility of encountering the most lucrative activities. Following this 
line of thought the explanation might be that the farmers do not engage in more activities because 
the activities available to them are unattractive. Hence, wage labour might only be undertaken as a 
means for coping because this is unattractive and represent a last resort. This perception is 
supported by the fact that most the farmers do in fact undertake some preventive measures as 
compensation for land constraints and risk minimisation, as listed earlier in this section, which 
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reflect concern for future livelihoods and an intent of avoiding the necessity of applying coping 
strategies. The preventive measures undertaken might be more profitable and hence prioritised 
compared to wage labour.  
 
Still, not all the farmers engage in preventive off-farm and non-farm activities. When no attractive 
activities are accessible, or no more than those already undertaken, they could choose to engage in 
the unattractive ones. But they do not; they only do so as a last resort. This is despite the fact that 
the farmers agreed that both salaries, including salaries for off-farm work as well as non-farm work, 
as well as prices for assets, are higher outside the food shortage season, and even though further 
preventive engagement in fact appears as a necessity in order to cope during the food shortages. In 
this respect, access to attractive means of livelihood diversification, or the lack of it, is influencing 
the engagement. Still, these activities would be more attractive if undertaken prior to this season, 
before they become a necessary last resort. Consequently, the fact that they do not makes the 
involuntary engagement a choice. The farmers choose not to engage in these activities before it 
becomes a necessity. 
 
The fact that they do not engage in the activities undertaken as coping measures as an all year round 
activity, which would help compensate for their land constraints, implies an aversion against these 
activities. The farmers do not undertake these activities until they are forced to do so. This might, 
however, be because they do not have time for these activities rather than because they are 
unwilling. Access can hence be what limits their engagement in a timely perspective. The notion of 
opportunity costs, as presented by Knight and Song, suggests that inaccessibility could consist of a 
busy daily life schedule leaving no room for additional activities. Examining the household 
activities individually might from this line of thought provide clarification as to their limited 
engagement in the important preventive measures. 
5.6 Livelihood Strategies 
The livelihood strategies of the individual households are different, but are all extremely complex. 
Fully understanding these mechanisms would require long-lasting stays with each and every 
household. However, based on the livelihood characteristics shared through the interviews, it is 
possible to extract indications to explanations for the choices, which the farmers make in their 
livelihood considerations. On this basis the livelihood strategies embraced by the ten farm 
households can be divided into four groups. These are presented in the box below. 
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Box 5.6a 
Group 1: Emmanuel, Raheli and Manfred 
Group 2: Godwin, Nikodemus and Rehema 
Group 3: Ayubu, Ismail and Peter  
Group 4: Abel 
 
The interactions between the poverty status, plot size, agricultural patterns, cultivation periods, 
additional activities, labour capacities and asset bases of the households are not identical within 
these groupings. However, the explanations for and results of these significant elements suggest 
similar livelihood strategies. The farmers have not shared the exact time when their weeding and 
ploughing take place. It was, though, explained that weeding was carried out during the entire 
cultivation periods and as ploughing evidently should be done prior to planting, these activities in 
the schedules within the following sub-sections are estimates based on their cultivation periods and 
planting times respectively. 
5.6.1 Livelihood Strategies of Group 1 
The seasonal activities engaged in by Group 1 are presented below. These entail different 
production systems and different activity levels as well as different activity distribution. Emmanuel 
and Raheli seem to have several months with only little activity, while Manfred is occupied most of 
the year. 
 
Table 5.6a 
Seasonal activities, Emmanuel J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize   X X    X X     
Beans   X  X        
Weeding  X X X X X X      
Ploughing X X           
Milking X X X X X X X X X X X X
Crop trade      X X      
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6b 
Seasonal activities, Raheli J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize   X      X X    
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Beans   X    X      
Weeding  X X X X X X X X    
Ploughing X X           
Milking X X X X X X X X X X X X
Leasing tractor X X X X X X X X X X X X
Selling fruits and vegetables X X X X X X X X X X X X
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6c 
Seasonal activities, Manfred J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize  X     X X     X
Beans  X X   X      X
Peas X        X X  X
Weeding X X X X X X X X X X  X
Ploughing           X  
Leasing ox-plough X X          X
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
What links these households together is the fact that, contrary to the remaining households, they do 
not desperately need to compensate for land constraints. These households are the least poor (see 
table 5.2b) and the only ones not living below the national poverty line (see section 5.2). Their high 
farm incomes result from the entitlement of large plots, especially with regard to Emmanuel and 
Manfred. Raheli’s plot is the smallest of the three, but still larger than any of those of the remaining 
farmers. Furthermore, Raheli grows soya beans, which provide her with a much higher bean 
income. The disadvantage of soya beans is that they have a longer growing period. This entails that 
while Raheli receives a higher income from beans, it is delayed. As beans are harvested before 
maize and peas, it is the first possibility of crop income after the long food shortage. The remaining 
farmers might not be able to wait this long at that desperate time of the year. Instead they prioritise 
a smaller income earlier. Raheli is financially capable of waiting for this higher income, which soya 
beans constitute. While she is also affected by the food shortage period her asset base is likely to 
mitigate the distress during this period and hence limit her desperation. 
 
Table 5.6d 
Emmanuel 
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Labour 2 adults, 6 children 
family labour, sometimes 
hires 
Plot size 8 acres 
Assets 1 cow, chickens, goats 
3 bicycles 
Average daily 
farm income 
per person 
352/330-412 Tshs 
Preventive activities  
• Milking  
• Crop trade 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale 
farmers/plantations/farmers within the village 
who are better off 
 
Table 5.6e 
Raheli 
Labour 2 adults, 3 children 
hire labour 
Plot size 5 acres 
Assets Tractor 
1 cow, chickens, goats 
Average daily 
farm income 
per person 
412/412-549 Tshs 
Preventive activities 
• Milking 
• Leasing tractor 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale 
farmers/plantations/farmers within the 
village who are better off  
• Selling wild fruit and vegetables 
 
Table 5.6f 
Manfred 
Labour 4 adults, 4 children 
Plot size 12 acres 
Assets 2 cows, chickens, goats  
1 ox-plough 
1 bicycles 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
742-865/791 Tshs 
Preventive activities 
• Leasing ox-plough 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets 
• Selling labour to farmers within the village 
who are better off 
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These farmers do qua their financial capacity have more freedom of action than the remaining 
farmers. They have a larger surplus. They are not rich and free of worry, but rather they are not at 
constant risk of destitution and starvation. This means that they are in more control of their lives. 
They still need to undertake measures for risk minimisation and engage in activities in 
compensation for land constraints. However, they are not as dependent upon either of these 
activities as they experience fewer land constraints and will be less affected by failure. Hence, these 
surplus farmers can more easily choose their additional activities, which are therefore more likely to 
be attractive ones.  
 
Consequently, these farmers are also food insecure, but probably not as much as the remaining 
farmers. They undertake similar risk minimisation measures and more attractive compensation for 
land constraints. During the food shortage period, they have a more profound asset base, which they 
can employ and which they can be more sure of being able to rebuild after harvest, owing to their 
high harvest incomes. Engaging in wage labour, whether off-farm or on-farm, is done in a limited 
manner during the food shortage, when it can preclude the sale of assets. During this season this 
small income can hereby be important even for the surplus farmers. However, the economic 
advantage it would include to undertake these activities outside this season, when salaries are 
higher, is too small to motivate these farmers at times when their farm incomes are plenty and food 
is accessible.  
5.6.2 Livelihood Strategies of Group 2 
The households of Group 2 as well as Group 3 have rather similar farm incomes. What separates 
them is their seasonal activities. Group 2 farmers, including Godwin, Nikodemus, and Rehema, are 
engaged in adverse activities throughout each month of the year. It is, however, uncertain as to 
whether these activities take up all their time every day of every month of every year. However, one 
should not neglect the fact that rural households are also compelled to perform a number of daily 
life activities, such as fetching water, gathering firewood, cooking and so on. This goes for all the 
households. For these three households in particular though, taking the distribution of their seasonal 
activities into account, it seems plausible that further livelihood diversification or an increased 
engagement in any one of their activities would simply take time away from other activities. As the 
farmers must be considered the experts of their own livelihoods, the activities chosen are probably 
those most attractive and suitable to their capabilities and capacities, recalling the notion of 
opportunity costs.  
   103
 
Table 5.6g 
Seasonal activities, Godwin J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize   X     X X X    
Beans   X  X X       
Weeding  X X X X X X X X    
Ploughing X X           
Milking X X X X X X X X X X X X
Crop trade          X X X
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
Borrowing food  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6h 
Seasonal activities, Nikodemus J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize  X      X X    X
Beans X X X  X X      X
Peas X        X X  X
Weeding X X X X X X X X X X  X
Ploughing           X  
Crop trade           X  
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6i 
Seasonal activities, Rehema J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize  X X     X X X    
Beans  X X X  X X    X X
Weeding X X X X X X X X X  X X
Ploughing          X  X
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
This explains why they do not undertake the coping activity of wage labour outside the hungry 
season as a means for compensation of land constraints. While these busy farmers clearly endure 
land constraints, taking their farm incomes into account, they cannot spare the time to compensate 
for this. They are also busy during the food shortage. However, in this situation they cannot cope 
without this activity. The engagement in wage labour, or lack of such, hence constitutes a choice 
when food is accessible and a necessity when food is not accessible.  
 
Table 5.6j 
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Godwin 
Labour 2 adults, 3 children 
family labour 
 
Plot size 3 acres 
Assets 2 cows, goats, chickens 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
148-210/138-198 Tshs 
Preventive activities  
• Milking  
• Crop trade 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale 
farmers/plantations/farmers within the 
village who are better off  
• Selling labour for construction work  
• borrowing food 
 
Table 5.6k 
Nikodemus 
Labour 2 adults, 1 child 
hire labour 
Plot size 1.5 acres 
Assets 1 cow, chickens, goats 
1 bicycle and 1 ox-cart 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
230-257/264 Tshs 
Preventive activities 
• Renting fields 
• Crop trade 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets 
• Selling labour to farmers within the village 
who are better off 
 
Table 5.6l 
Rehema 
Labour 2 adults, 2 children 
family labour 
Plot size 1 acre 
Assets chickens 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
74-155/173 Tshs 
Preventive activities 
• None 
 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to farmers within the village 
who are better off 
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The activities they have prioritised are an expression of their livelihood strategies and result from 
their endowments. Nikodemus and Rehema have very small plots. However, these are cultivated 
more intensively than Godwin’s plot. As Nikodemus can afford to hire labour his farm activities are 
carried out faster comparing maize and beans cultivation. This is despite the facts that his plot is 
slightly larger, that he rents and cultivate additional land and that he also grows peas. While 
Rehema has no time for additional activities parallel to her farming, Nikodemus is engaged in crop 
trade as well. He only spends one month on this activity though and it is during the same month as 
his entire plot is ploughed. Hiring help for ploughing leaves time for crop trade. As mentioned, he is 
the only farmer in Sigino village, who carry out this activity. Examining his asset base provides an 
explanation. He is the only Sigino farmer owning proper means of crop transportation, considering 
the conditions of the roads accessing external markets. Godwin does crop trade as well, even though 
he has no means of transportation. The good condition of the roads from Mateves village facilitates 
the access to external markets, which means that he would merely have to borrow a bicycle. Also, 
there is a market in the village on a weekly basis providing the Mateves villagers, including 
Godwin, with a profound opportunity to engage in crop trade within the village by taking advantage 
of the seasonal changing crop prices. Nikodemus and Godwin can manage to engage in crop trade 
additional to farming. As this is the activity they have chosen, it must be the most attractive one 
available to them. Neither of these busy farmers have time for engagement in more activities; this 
would simply take away time for their other ones. If more attractive activities were available, they 
might prioritize differently though. 
5.6.3 Livelihood Strategies of Group 3 
Group 3 consists of Ayubu, Ismail and Peter. As explained earlier, they have similar farm incomes 
as Group 2, but based on their seasonal activity schedule appear to be less occupied than the busy 
farmers of Group 3. According to their poverty status, which is based upon their farm incomes, they 
immediately appear to be facing severe land constraints like many of the remaining farmers. This is 
not entirely true though, at least not for all of them. Ayubu and Ismail have quite large farm plots, 
but as these are to provide subsistence for a very large number of people (see table 5.6p and 5.6q) 
they have a low average daily farm income per person. Peter has a much smaller plot, but this is to 
provide subsistence for a comparatively smaller number of people. As Ismail and Peter have more 
advantageous production systems owing to their intercropping, they gain higher yields per acre and 
are therefore slightly better off than Ayubu in terms of average daily farm income per household 
member. 
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Table 5.6m 
Seasonal activities, Ayubu J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize   X      X X    
Beans   X X  X X      
Weeding  X X X X X X X X    
Ploughing X X           
Milking X X X X X X X X X X X X
Crop trade      X X      
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6n 
Seasonal activities, Ismail J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize  X X    X X      
Beans   X   X X      
Peas X X       X X X  
Weeding X X X X X X X X X X X  
Ploughing   X          X
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
Table 5.6o 
Seasonal activities, Peter J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize  X     X X     X
Peas X       X X   X
Weeding X X X X X X X X X   X
Ploughing           X  
Working for food  X X X X        
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
 
The seasonal activity schedules are less busy than those of group 2. While Ayubu has three months 
in which the only activity is that of milking cows, Ismail only does a little weeding around his peas 
in August and Peter has no activities at all in October. To be fair, it should be emphasised that 
Ayubu does have many cows and that Ismail is perhaps in need of a break after harvesting both 
beans and maize on his 3.5 acres within a time frame of two months. He is, however, in possession 
of the highest number of household members among all the farmers interviewed. In the previous 
chapter it was established that statistically within rural Tanzanian households an average of 14 
percent are below the age of five and 10 percent are unable to work owing to disabilities. Hence, 
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statistically not all nine members of his household are likely to participate in the harvests. Yet this 
consideration applies to all the households. Consequently, it appears that the households within 
Group 3 are less occupied than the busy farmers and their conditions are much more desperate than 
the surplus farmers. 
 
Based on this perspective, it would be reasonable to assume that the households of Ayubu, Ismail 
and Peter were engaged in wage labour as a means for compensating for land constraints. They are 
not though -not during peak seasons when salaries are at their highest and postponement of their 
own on-farm work would provide them with attractive additional incomes, nor even during their 
unoccupied time, which would not affect their yield. They only undertake wage labour as a last 
resort during the food shortage, similar to all the other households. Ismail and Peter do not have any 
activities compensating for their respective large family and small plot.  
 
Table 5.6p 
Ayubu 
Labour 2 adults, 5 children 
family labour 
 
Plot size 3 acres 
Assets 5 cows, chickens, goats 
Average daily 
farm income 
per person 
115/99-159 Tshs 
Preventive activities  
• Milking 
• Crop trade 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale 
farmers/plantations/farmers within the village 
who are better off 
 
Table 5.6q 
Ismail 
Labour 4 adults, 5 children 
family labour 
Plot size 3.5 acres 
Assets chickens and goats 
1 bicycle 
1 hand-pushed cart 
Preventive activities 
• None 
 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets 
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Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
173-237/179 Tshs • Selling labour to farmers within the village who 
are better off 
 
Table 5.6r 
Peter 
Labour 2 adults, 2 children 
family labour 
Plot size 1.5 acres 
Assets 1 cow, chickens 
1 bicycle 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
148-179 Tshs 
Preventive activities 
• None 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets 
• Selling labour to farmers within the village who 
are better off  
• Working for food 
 
This is interesting, as it implies a limited concern for the future, as discussed earlier in this chapter. 
Reality is not this simple, though, and seldom is. Peter and Ismail have already been picked out as 
more willing to take risks than other farmers with similar incomes, owing to their choosing not to 
cultivate beans and not to double-crop respectively. They are not minimising risk as much as they 
could and neither of them takes advantage of the agricultural potential, which allows for bean 
incomes in February during the food shortage. Ayubu also appears less concerned with risk, owing 
to the manner in which he carries out his additional activity of crop trade. Ayubu carries out his 
business as soon as the bean harvest is initiated in June and July, in which period the price of beans 
is declining. The intention is to sell the crops at markets where the price is more opportune. This is 
a very risky business though, as prices are generally in decline during this period. Being perhaps the 
poorest farmer within the middle-income groups (Groups 2 and 3), Ayubu cannot wait until the 
prices increase, as Nikodemus and Peter do, because his household cannot spare capital at that time. 
Contrary to Emmanuel, who undertakes crop trade during the same period, Ayubu cannot afford to 
lose money on this business, which is indeed what he is risking. The period in which he trades crops 
is not voluntarily chosen, however. His choice consists of doing crop trade in June and July, or not 
at all. As he is in great need of additional incomes, his choice is a necessity. Still, the indication that 
Ayubu, Ismail and Peter are failing to utilise all available time for compensating for land constraints 
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implies that they are not especially concerned with the risk of destitution and starvation. This is 
incomprehensible considering the type of food insecurity present in the villages. 
 
Possible explanations do exist though. All these farmers appear to have extensive safety nets. Peter 
has explained, when complaining about the small plot he has inherited, that his father has two wives 
and 15 children. As his father divided his land among his many children, these many brothers and 
sisters are likely to live in Sigino village as well, where the land is located. Peter must therefore 
have many relatives present, on whom he can rely during the hungry season. Furthermore, while not 
cultivating beans, Peter has more time during the hungry season to undertake coping activities. The 
risks he is taking therefore probably do not have such severe consequences, as they would for many 
of the other farmers. Similarly, Ismail has, as mentioned, more household members than any of the 
other farmers. His household therefore has more labour to sell when times are rough. Ayubu also 
has a safety net that he can rely on when necessary. He has five cows. It is uncertain how he 
obtained them, considering his limited farm income, but most importantly they are there. All three 
of these risk-taking farmers thus appear to be equipped with extensive coping capabilities despite 
their poverty status. This appears to explain their lacking engagement in available preventive 
measures as for instance wage labour could be. 
5.6.4 Livelihood Strategies of Group 4 
The final group comprises only Abel. The livelihood strategy of this farmer is unclear. He has no 
more than one acre, very limited farm income, four children to provide for and two months each 
year where he apparently has no other activities than milking his cow. He does not have an 
especially extensive coping capability and his only means for compensating land constraints, 
besides milking, is very limited owing to lack of capital.  
 
Table 5.6s 
Seasonal activities, Abel J F M A M J J A S O N D
Maize   X X     X X X   
Beans  X   X        
Weeding  X X X X X X X X X   
Ploughing X            
Milking X X X X X X X X X X X X
Crop trade      X X      
Selling labour  X X X X        
Selling assets  X X X X        
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Table 5.6t 
Abel 
Labour 2 adults, 4 children 
family labour 
 
Plot size 1 acre 
Assets 1 bicycle 
1 cow, chickens, goats 
Average daily 
farm income per 
person 
60/27-32 Tshs 
Preventive activities  
• Milking 
• Crop trade 
Coping activities 
• Selling assets  
• Selling labour to large-scale 
farmers/plantations/farmers within the 
village who are better off 
 
It is incomprehensible, based on the information available, why he does not undertake wage labour 
in November and December, considering the average daily farm income per household member of 
27 to 60 Tshs8. Furthermore, one might wonder why he did not present his food security status as a 
chronic condition. However, the fact that his family has managed to survive, strongly indicates that 
Abel has incomes, assets, safety-nets or the like, which he did not report during the interview. 
5.7 Food Insecurity as Motivation for Engagement in Livelihood Diversification 
The seasonal food insecurity of irregular duration is what motivates the engagement of all the 
households in livelihood diversification. Their different production systems are partly a result of the 
different land constraints they experience and partly due to their different livelihood strategies. 
Their individual poverty statuses are a consequence of all these factors and also influence these 
factors. Their engagement, and lack of engagement, can be explained by their livelihood strategies 
resulting from the opportunities the adverse households have.  
 
It is still an unresolved query, why the farmers do not sell assets in November, December, and 
January prior to the food shortage period, hereby gaining a high price and keeping their maize 
savings for the time when maize is unaffordable. Instead they often sell their maize savings prior to 
the food shortage period and their assets during the food shortage period, causing maize 
inaccessibility during the food shortage period and the necessity of selling assets when the price is 
at its lowest. In this way many of the farmers will hardly be likely to buy new assets, even after 
                                                 
8 This is less than 30 Danish ører. 
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harvest and restore their asset bases. This will make them more and more vulnerable, year after 
year. Their total farm incomes per year are presented in the table below.   
 
Table 5.7a 
Groupings Total farm income a year 
The surplus farmers 750,000 – 2,520,000 
The busy farmers 108,000 – 382,500 
The risk-taking farmers 216,000 – 777,000 
The deprived farmers 60,000 – 130,000 
 
Recalling the example of changing cow prices, a cow can be sold for 300,000 Tshs after harvest, but 
only 100,000 Tshs during the food shortage. Hence, it is clear from table 5.7a that only the surplus 
farmers are capable of buying a new cow after harvest, if they sold their previous cow for the food 
shortage price. There must be a reason why they do not sell the assets at more opportune times, but 
this could not be found based on the available interview material. Furthermore, there is the question 
of why they do not undertake the coping measure of engaging in wage labour throughout the year as 
a means of compensating for land constraints, considering the nature of the food security. This was 
established, however, as a matter of livelihood strategies within the previous section. 
 
The surplus farmers do not have to and the busy farmers had no time to do so. The risk-taking 
farmers do not do so, as they rely instead on their adverse, profound coping capabilities. One could 
wonder though, why they do not engage in wage labour as a preventive measure anyway, as this 
seems more opportune. While they are perhaps ensured means for coping, Ayubu will have to sell 
livestock, which he is not likely to regain, the household of Ismail will have to undertake extensive 
wage labour when it is badly paid and difficult to obtain and Peter depends on his relatives, who 
also have small plots. Similarly, the deprived farmer would, as mentioned, clearly benefit from this 
activity as a preventive measure as well. A quote, provided by Nikodemus, suggests an explanation. 
 
“The time when people have enough food, they experience shortages of labour because people are 
not motivated to work.” 9 
 
                                                 
9 The word-for-word translation (by Pascal) written down (by me) during the interview with Nikodemus  
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This quote clearly supports the argument that the future concern is limited and hereby impedes the 
preventive measures, which could have remedied the nutritional status during the hungry season and 
limited the need for coping strategies. Still, this quote merely expresses the perception of one 
farmer; it does not necessarily reflect the motivation to work outside the hungry season or the future 
concerns among the villagers in general. Further, it should be kept in mind that Nikodemus is not 
one of the farmers who do not undertake wage labour as a preventive measure even though they are 
in need of the income and appear to have the time to do so. He is one of the busy farmers, 
expressing his opinion about the risk-taking farmers and the deprived farmer. 
 
Still, this quote might reflect some reality. It is possible that the reason for the lack of motivation to 
do wage labour is based on the hope that it will not be necessary. This also partially explains why 
they do not sell assets before the hungry season and the inadequate crop savings. Such hope might 
seem naïve considering the evidence that the previous years have delivered. However, it might 
constitute a significant factor in enduring a livelihood bordering on subsistence.  
 
Furthermore, within the theoretical framework a notion of starvation by choice was explored. It 
included the idea that people sometimes choose to starve for a period of time if the alternative is 
selling off livelihood-maintaining assets or suffer the loss of a valued lifestyle. How long the 
households postpone the sale of important assets is not very well documented, based on the field 
findings. One household explained that they postponed it as much as possible, which reasonably 
applies to them all. This is not very descriptive though. Still, it is possible that the notion of 
starvation by choice is relevant in this discussion. The surprisingly limited initiatives in relation to 
preventive measures identified in the two groupings might imply such a notion. Instead of saving a 
larger quantity of crops for the period of food shortage and undertaking wage labour throughout the 
entire year, the farmers might deliberately be choosing a period of starvation and coping in order to 
maintain a valued lifestyle during the remaining months. There are no apparent obstacles as to why 
neither the risk-taking farmers nor the deprived farmer should not be able to distribute their 
workload and calorie intake more evenly across the seasons. It is clear though that they do not. The 
explanation hence appears to be that a livelihood entailing such scarcity is more easily endured and 
better appreciated with the prospect of better times to come. Temporary starvation followed by 
adequate food access and satiety might be preferable to a chronic sensation of hunger and hard 
work. 
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Rikke Broegård and Helle Munk Ravnborg have conducted a case study of similar nature to the one 
of this thesis, however in Honduras and Nicaragua. They find that livelihood choices and 
engagement in income generating activities are far from a simple equation of cost-benefit 
considerations. They argue that identity and social norms are of great significance and that small-
scale farmers tend to feel humiliated by having to undertake wage labour. According to their study, 
wage labour is an activity, which is often looked down upon within farm communities (Broegård 
and Ravnborg 2001:88f). From this perspective, it seems plausible that the unwillingness to engage 
in wage labour in Sigino and Maeves village is further based in a perception that this represents 
failure as a farmer. Engagement in wage labour is more profitable outside the food shortage period, 
however, this might be associated with shame and humiliation. During the food shortage, most 
people are engaged in wage labour, which makes it a norm that degreases stigmas. Engagement in 
wage labour through out the remaining year is not common and therefore insinuates despair and 
desperation. Hence, it is likely that the choice of the risk taking farmers and the deprived farmer to 
endure longer or more severe starvation by not undertaking wage labour as a preventive measure is 
based in dignity. Neither way, the matter of fact is that some of the farmers choose not to undertake 
an available activity, despite time sufficiency and desperate need for additional incomes. 
 
Consequently, the MKUKUTA priority apparently does not support the livelihood strategies of all 
small-scale farmers in Tanzania. Prioritising additional and alternative income sources, off-farm as 
well as non-farm, seems to be an unfortunate choice by the Tanzanian government. None of the 
farmers has alternative activities; they are all engaged in farming. This finding is obviously 
influenced by the methodological selection. As many of them have very small plots, increased 
prevalence of alternative activities on a national scale would probably facilitate their access to land 
and hence increase their farm income. If some of Peter’s siblings had chosen another way of life, he 
would have had a larger plot. As the number of farm household in Tanzania is increasing and soil 
fertility is degrading, as mentioned in chapter 4, the priority of alternative activities appear to be 
important for the next generations and future food security, as well. 
 
The additional activities are already quite prevalent. The engagement differs, however. The off-
farm and non-farm activities that the households engage in are not equally accessible for everyone. 
Engagement in some activities is restricted by capital, in others by skills or equipment. Those 
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activities that are accessible for all appear to be the least attractive ones. It is the least poor farmers, 
Emmanuel, Raheli, Manfred, and Nikodemus, who are engaged in the most attractive activities. 
Access is hence a restricting factor and the MKUKUTA priority is hereby neglecting the poorest. 
Improved access would not necessarily result in increased engagement by all. Some farmers simply 
do not have the time to spare in their busy schedules. Others are not motivated, despite their 
inadequate farm incomes. However, if access was improved, more attractive activities might 
become accessible and the engagement of the unmotivated farmers might increase. It is quite a 
challenge though, for the MKUKUTA to create accessible, attractive off-farm and non-farm 
activities for the poorest. More available additional activities do not ensure engagement by the 
poorest for whom only the less attractive ones are accessible. If the accessible additional activities 
do not become more attractive than the current ones, it is not likely that the engagement by the 
poorest would increase. The MKUKUTA priority of additional activities is hence likely to merely 
increase inequality between the poorest and the less poor farmers. Recalling the national 
distribution of poverty prevalence, large difference in poverty rates exist between the districts (see 
chapter 4). With unequal access to attractive additional activities, inequality between the districts 
appears to increase as well.  Prioritising alternative income sources prior to additional ones would 
therefore be more opportune if the national poverty reduction strategy is to improve the incomes 
and livelihoods of the poorest. 
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PART FOUR 
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6 Conclusion 
Each year the ten households included in this case study endure food shortages of varying duration 
and intensity. The food insecurity present is therefore seasonal but has elements of transitory food 
insecurity in terms of irregularity. The farmers thus anticipate a period of food shortage while they 
cannot predict for how long it will last. This makes planning difficult. They do, however, undertake 
preventive measures in order to mitigate the consequences of this period. Hence, these measures 
reflect the nature of the food insecurity, which they experience. 
 
While national, or at least larger-scale, food shortage tends to increase food prices dramatically, 
household food shortage is not merely a consequence of external factors. The vulnerability of the 
households and their livelihood strategies are of great significance to the severity of the food 
shortage they endure, as well as the extent to which it leads to destitution and starvation. All of the 
ten households are poor and vulnerable and all report temporary starvation, even though this might 
be at different levels. Their poverty status was established based on their farm incomes, which 
constitute their main source of income and basis of their subsistence. Seven out of the ten 
households were defined as being below the national basic needs poverty line and some even below 
the national food poverty line.  
 
The inadequate farm incomes are a result of land constraints. These include small plots and low 
yields. While neither of these constraints can immediately be influenced by the farmers themselves, 
their only way of livelihood maintenance appears to be through engagement in activities in addition 
to farming. Livelihood diversification is hence motivated by poverty and food insecurity. The 
nature of the food insecurity is reflected by the additional activities in which the farmers engage. 
These are both off-farm and non-farm activities. Besides on-farm diversification with the intention 
of minimising the risk of crop failure, other means of risk minimisation are conducted. These 
include crop savings and the accumulation of assets. As the farmers expect food shortage, they 
undertake these measures in order to ensure food access during this period. The risk minimisation 
taking place within the households thus has the dual intension of preventing income loss and 
preventing destitution and starvation when crisis occurs. This hereby reflects both the seasonal and 
the transitory aspects of the food insecurity. Unfortunately, the crop savings were found to be 
insufficient to last throughout the food shortage period and in some cases would not even be 
sufficient until the food shortage period began. Furthermore, the asset bases from which food access 
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should be ensured are not a desired means for coping, as the asset price is low during this period 
and the farmers are therefore unlikely to be able to rebuild their asset bases after the harvest. Still, 
while the means of risk minimisation might not be optimal, they are very important to the farmers, 
as no other means are available. Yet the farmers would have more extensive coping capabilities if 
they had higher incomes. In this way, incomes resulting from activities undertaken as a means for 
compensating for land constraints can be ascribed as attributing to risk minimisation. Compensation 
for land constraints thus reduces poverty as well as facilitates coping with food insecurity.  
 
However, not all the households are much engaged in activities that compensate for their land 
constraints. Inaccessibility appears to be the reason. Those defined as ‘the busy farmers’ cannot 
spare the time to engage in more activities, as these would take time away from other activities. 
‘The risk-taking farmers’ and ‘the deprived farmer’ do not undertake more activities, because the 
activities accessible are apparently unattractive. Access is restricted by lack of capital, skills and/or 
equipment. Wage labour is accessible to all, however, but it is perceived as a last resort. Hence, the 
farmers only engage in this activity during a period of food shortage, when it is absolutely 
necessary. Besides the sale of assets, wage labour is the main coping activity. All the farmers 
engage in this activity during times of food shortage. None of them does so throughout the 
remainder of the year, however, despite the fact that wage labour would be obtained more easily 
and better paid. This activity could compensate for their land constraints. However, some are too 
busy, some can do without and some choose to risk relying on their coping measures. 
 
Food insecurity is hence reflected differently in the livelihood strategies. Some farmers are more 
devoted to preventive measures, while others take risks, either out of necessity or choice. Their 
livelihood strategies, as well as engagement in and motivation for livelihood diversification, 
strongly appear to be resulting from the assets, incomes and capacities of the individual household. 
This determines their food insecurity status as well as access to livelihood diversification. However, 
some farmers appear to be taking risks out of choice, even though they are extremely vulnerable. 
An implication was made suggesting an explanation. It is possible that risks are taken based on 
hope, which was argued to be a significant element in enduring a livelihood bordering on 
subsistence. Following this line of thought, this choice of not distributing workloads and food stock 
more evenly across the seasons, was suggested simply to comprise a more tolerable means of living. 
Dignity was another factor argued to be of significance in livelihood choices. 
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These findings apply to these particular livelihoods. They cannot be regarded as representative for 
all small-scale farmers in Tanzania. However, these insights provide an impression of how rural 
livelihoods can be in Tanzania. The many constraints present are likely to exist elsewhere and set 
the frame of agricultural potential as well as engagement in additional activities, perhaps even 
within most rural, small-scale farm households in Tanzania. The fact that different livelihood 
strategies were identified indicates a tendency that calls for different targeted interventions. The 
MKUKUTA priority focuses on increasing engagement in off-farm and non-farm activities. These 
activities are, however, not equally accessible to all small-scale farmers - not the attractive ones 
anyway. However, as the off-farm and non-farm activities are to be conducted as either additional 
activities or alternative activities, it is possible that even the poorest farmers can benefit. This would 
be in a long-term manner though. With parts of the population engaged in alternative activities 
instead of agriculture, the farm population might obtain larger plots, which could facilitate larger 
incomes. While this appears to remedy the land constraints of the entire farm population, and 
resolve the increasing land pressure caused by population growth, the additional activities would 
still be accessible only to the less poor farm households, entailing increased inequality. Prioritising 
a focus on alternative activities hence appears to be the most reasonable poverty strategy, if such a 
strategy is to target the poorest as well. 
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7 Putting Conclusions into Perspective 
The livelihood strategies of four of the farmers did not seem logical, taking into account their 
poverty status and exposure to food shortage. Their choice of not undertaking wage labour prior to 
the period of food shortage as a means of compensating for land constraints was implied to be a 
matter of psychology. This finding calls for further investigation in order to establish whether this 
really is the case or if it is simply a result of inadequate empirical material on these particular 
livelihoods, owing to the limited time frame. If psychology is in fact a determining factor it would 
be interesting to study the details of this phenomenon, for instance in accordance with ‘Maslow’s 
Hierarchy of Needs’, by the American Psychologist Abraham Maslow. 
 
Another immediate question, which rises from the conclusion, is why livelihood diversification is 
indeed necessary. The fact that agriculture and subsistence farming no longer are sufficient to 
maintain sustainable livelihoods implies a change in the rural settings. Most research on the matter 
indicates that it is a result of general deterioration of the agricultural production capacity (Davies 
1996). A tendency, which appears to be of increased prevalence (Møller 1998) due to population 
pressures and farm fragmentation (Hussein and Nelson 1998; Bryceson 1996) followed by over-
utilisation and soil degradation. While some argue that it is not possible to assess whether increased 
engagement in livelihood-diversifying activities in fact is a sign of failing livelihoods, or a sign of 
improving prospects for rural people in Africa (Hussein and Nelson 1998), others claim that 
engagement in off-farm and non-farm activities is not a new phenomenon (Carswell 2002). 
Diversification activities have merely become more visible, thus creating the misleading perception 
that they are of increased significance. They have long been overlooked because they mainly are 
undertaken by women (Carswell 2002). Hence, departing fro these disputes, it would be interesting 
to uncover the historical development of engagement in livelihood diversification in Tanzania. The 
fact that the MKUKUTA is now promoting these activities additional and alternative to farming, 
does not exclude the possibility that off-farm and non-farm activities have been traditionally 
engaged in by farmers for decades or even centuries. 
 
Furthermore, a relevant topic not included in the analysis is how to define adequate food access 
comprising the obtainment of food security. As maize constitutes the main source of nutrition for 
the interviewees throughout the year it is plausible that the interviewees do not meet their 
nutritional requirements in terms of micronutrients. They are thus likely to endure vitamin and iron 
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deficiencies, which can have severe consequences for the human body (Müller and Krawinkel 
2005), especially in young children and infants. This consideration introduces an additional 
perspective to food security. Is food security obtained when adequate calorie intake is ensured or 
should micronutrient requirements be considered an essential factor? It is difficult to argue 
otherwise. A human being depends on a sufficient intake of calories as well as micronutrients for a 
healthy life. However, the farmers interviewed did not present this as a matter of concern. They 
perceived food access as adequate when they had enough maize for ugali. This does not necessarily 
mean that they would not prefer a more varied diet, if they had the choice. Enduring starvation on a 
seasonal basis is likely to increase appreciation of a diet simply covering one’s calorie 
requirements. Palatability is not necessarily a priority when struggling with food accessibility. Food 
might rather be perceived as a means for survival than an enjoyable pleasure. Furthermore, the 
farmers might be unaware of the importance of adverse micronutrients for the human body or they 
might not prioritise it compared to intake of sufficient calories and satiety. This suggests that in 
cases when calorie intake is insufficient, obtainment of the correct micronutrients might not be a 
relevant discussion, at least not from the perspective of the farmers in this case study. Even though 
a sufficient varied diet should perhaps be a human right, and micronutrients hence an essential 
factor in food security assessment, it appears to be a luxury out of reach for many people, even 
today. It can therefore be argued that such ‘shoulds’ must be put aside in order to analyse their 
reality.  
 
Finally, a consideration arising from the findings related to the rationale of the MKUKUTA priority 
is the extent too which a poverty reduction strategy ought to target the poorest of the poor. No 
specific target group is defined within the MKUKUTA, however, the object is reducing poverty and 
much attention is paid to rural poverty. The priority of promoting additional activities is apparently 
most beneficial to less poor households, such as the surplus farmers. They are however not below 
the national basic needs poverty line, and are therefore not categorised as poor by the Tanzanian 
standards, even though they are indeed relatively poor. Of course no harm comes from increasing 
their standards of living – except that this focus is neglecting the 38.7 percent of the Tanzanian rural 
population (see section 4.2), who are even poorer and in desperate need of interventions. While a 
kind of spill-over effect is likely to come from increased standard of living among the less poor 
farmers, the question is whether such reasoning is acceptable and such neglect tolerable. 
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Appendixes 
Appendix 1: Interview guide, English version 
Name of Village:      Date:  
 
1. Basic information 
• Name:    
• Age:  
• How many people do your household contain?   
• How many males, how many females? Number of children? 
• What is the size of the plot you farm (acre)?  
• How much of this land do you own?  
• Do you own any other land? 
 
2. Agricultural Patterns 
• Which crops do you grow? Why? 
• Which of the crops is used for household subsistence, and which do you sell? 
• How much yield do you gain per acre (ton/kg)? 
• How do you sell your crops? Do you have a regular purchaser, a fixed price etc.?  
• Do you have livestock? Goats? Chickens? For which purpose? 
 
3. Agricultural methods 
• Who participates in the peak labour periods (planting, harvesting etc.)? Do you hire labour 
or do you have other help? 
• Do you experience labour shortages during peak labour periods? 
• Which technical equipment do you use for farming?  
• Do your household own a bicycle or other means of transport? 
• What kind of storage facilities do you have? 
 
4. Time of crisis 
• Is there a time of year when the household access to food is insufficient? When? Why? 
• How long does this period last? Is this every year? 
• How does your household cope with food shortages?  
• Do you usually save money during the year to help you during this period? 
• Do you save beans to sell during times of food shortage? 
• Do you sell any assets? Which? Who buys these assets? 
• Is the price for these assets lower during food shortages than usually? 
• Do you have special work activities, which you only do during food shortages? What? 
• Does this help you sufficiently, or do you still experience inadequate access to food? 
• Does your household experience starvation? 
• Every year? For how long? 
• How does this affect your life? 
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5. Ranking of Constraints 
Assess how big a problem the below mentioned constraints constitute for your household in increasing your agricultural income? How 
would you rank them (0=not a constraint, 1=insignificant, 2=significant, 3=severe)? 
 
Constraints Ranking Explanation 
Low yield per acre   
Scarcity of labour   
Scarcity of land   
  
  
Expensive production inputs: 
• Seeds 
• Fertilizer 
• Pesticides   
Limited irrigation   
Lack of storage facilities   
Limited capital    
Access to micro finance services   
Inadequate extension services   
Poor roads   
Means of transportation   
Erosion of natural resource base 
and environmental degradation 
  
Infestations and outbreaks of crop   
Weak producer’ organizations   
Limited technological capacity   
Low or fluctuating marked prices   
Insecurity with regards to finding 
a sale for the crops 
  
 
 
Which other constraints do you experience? 
 
How would you rank those?
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Crops 
(harvesting
/planting) 
January February March April May June July August September October November December 
   
   
   
   
   
Off-farm 
activities 
 
Non-farm 
activities 
January February March April May June July August September October November December 
                                                                                                
   
   
   
Income 
distribution
January February March April May June July August September October November Decembe
r 
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Appendix 2: Interview guide, Swahili version 
 
Jiana la kijiji:     Terehe:      
 
1. 
• Jina? 
• Umri? 
• Watu wanagapi wapo katika nyumba yako?   
• Me? 
• Ke? 
• Watoto? 
• Eneo lako lina ukubwa wa ekari ngapi?  
 
2. Mazao ya Kilimo 
• Mazao gani unalima na kwanini? 
• Mazao gani unalima kwa ajili ya chakula na ni mazao gani unalima kwa ajihiya biashara au 
kwa ajili ya kuuza? 
• Unapata mazao kiasi gani kwa ekari moja (tani/kg)?  
• Unauza vipi mazao yako? Kuna mtu ananunua kila wakati wa mavuno, na kwa bei maalum?  
• Je unamifugo? Kama kuku? Kwa matumizi yapi? 
 
3. Aina za mazao ya kilimo 
• Je mnafanyaje wakati wa upungufu wa vibarua wakati kunamahitaji makubwa ya vibarua 
wakati wa kuvuna na kupanda, je mnakodi vibarua au mnapata msaada wa ndugu na 
marafiki? Upungufu wa vibarua? 
• Unatumia vyombo gani kwa kilimo chako? 
• Katika nyumba yako  unayo bisikeli au vifaa vyingine vya kusafiririsha mazao? 
• Unatunia aina gani kwa maghala ya kihifadhi a mazao? 
 
4. Uhaba wa chakula 
• Je kuna muda wa mwaka ambao familia inakosa chakula? Muda upi na ni kwa nini?  
• Je ni muda mrefu kiasi gani,miezi mingapi? Hali hii inajitokeza kila mwaka?  
• Nyumba yako unifanya jitihada zipi kupata chakula wakati wa uhaba wa chakula?  
• Unaweka akiba kiasi gani kukabiliana hali hii? 
• Je unahifadhi maharage kwa ajili ya kuuza kipindi kama hiki? 
• Je unauza vitendea kazi vyako au mali zinginezo? 
• Je bei ya vitu hivyo inapungua siku za uhaba wa chakula? 
• Ni nani ananunua vifaa hivyo? 
• Je kuna kazi maalum unafanya kipindi cha uhaba wa chakula? 
• Je kazi hiyo inakusaidia wewe kupata chakula cha kutosha au bado kuna uhaba wa chakula? 
• Je familia yako inapata uhaba wa chakula pia ? 
• Je ni kila mwaka inapata upungufu au ni kwa muda gani hasa au miezi mingapi? 
• Hali hiyo ina athiri vipi maisha yako? 
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5. Kupanga Mapingamizi 
Pangilia mapungufu yaliyo tajwa hapo clini yanavyo zuia kupnada kwa kipato chako katika kilimo? 
0 – Hakuna tatizo, 1 - Tatizo dogo, 2 – Tatizo la kati, 3 – Tatizo kubwa sana 
Matatizo Kupanga Maelezo 
5a) Ufinyo wa mazao kwa ekari   
5b) Upungufu wa wafanya kazi   
  
  
5c) Gharama za pembejeo: 
• Mbegu 
• Mbolea 
• Madawa za kilino   
5d) Upungufu wa umwagiliaji   
5e) Kuto kuwepo kwa maghala ya kihifadhi a mazao   
5f) Upungufu wa mitaji   
5g) Kutokuwa na mwanya wa kupata mikopo kutoka 
kwenye mabenki na taasisi nyingine za fedha. 
  
5h) Ukosefu wa wataalamu wa kilimo   
5i) Miundombiun mibovu kama barabara   
5j) Vifaa vya kubeba mizigo kama baiskeli au gari/lori 
ili kufikisha sokoni 
  
5k) Rutuba katika ardhi na momonyoko wa udongo   
5l) Magonjwa na matatizo mengineyo yanayo fanana 
na hayo 
  
5m) Mpangilio mibovu wa wakulima   
5n) Upungufu wa technilogig ya kuzalisha mazao 
mfano matreckta 
  
5o) Kubadilika kwa bei ya mazao na udogo wa bei ya 
mazao 
  
5p) Kutukuwa na uhakika wa bei ya mazao kutokana 
na kutokuwa na mnunuzi 
  
 
5q) Ni matatizo gani mengine ambayo unakutana nayo? Utaweza kuvyapanga vipi kutokana na ukubwa wake? 
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Mazao(kuvuna
/kupanda) 
Januari Februari Marchi Aprili Mai Juni Julai Augosti Septemba Octoba Novemba Desemba 
   
   
   
   
   
Kazi 
nyinginezo 
  
Kazi zisizo za 
shamba. 
Januari Februari Marchi Aprili Mai Juni Julai Augosti Septemba Octoba Novemba Desemba 
   
   
   
   
Mgawanyiko 
wa matumizi 
Ya mapato 
Januari Februari Marchi Aprili Mai Juni Julai Augosti Septemba Octoba Novemba Desemba 
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Appendix 3: Findings from Mateves village, 26. October 2006 
Emmanuel 
The first person encountered when entering Mateves village, at his field. He is a village leader. 
 
45 years old, male 
 
Household members: 8  
Number of children: 6 
 
8 acres, farm all land, no rented land 
 
Maize for subsistence, beans for sale  
Maize: 8 bags per acre, 16000 per bag, usually sells in July-August, planting February-mid March, 
harvest mid June-August.  
Beans: 3 bags per acre, 40-50000 per bag, usually sells in May, planting March, harvest May. Beans 
is a fast crop. 
 
Transport his crops to market by tractor, no fixed price or prearranged buyer, prices are changing 
Small business (buying other peoples crops at local market and selling other places to higher 
prices), June-July  
 
Owns cow, chickens and goats, which they sell in periods of food shortages 
Pastoralist, only cows. They do not use the milk from goats. 
 
Family labour, sometimes they hire labour (labour intensive periods) from Burka coffee plantation. 
They have other labour intensive periods. 
Hire a tractor for ploughing  
Own 3 bicycles and hire tractor for transportation  
Special room for storing his crops, but ordinary room, need separate room because crops can smell 
due to pesticides 
 
Food shortage during May and June, no more crops left because a long time since the last harvest 
and the last crops have been sold. Previous years, it has been much earlier. 
 
 
Raheli 
Came by her house, was sitting outside with a lot of children running around. Two other women 
were present during the entire interview. 
 
32 years old, female 
 
Household members: 5 
Number of children: 3 
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5 acres, all land farmed, no rented land 
 
Cultivates maize and (soya) beans, because these two crops are suitable to the local environment 
Beans for sale, maize for subsistence, but selling the surplus 
Maize: 10 bags per acre (one bag is 100-110 kg), when bad yield only 5-7 bags, 15000 per bag, 
usually sells September-October, planting February, harvest August-September. Can be labour 
shortage during this period. 
Beans: 2-3 bags, soya, 60-80000 per bag, usually sells April-May 
Carries crops to the local market ( in the village), price depends on the demand, changing every 
time 
 
Cow, chickens and goats, as insurance for times of food shortages 
 
Hire labour from the big plantations nearby the village (burka coffee plantation) 
Use tractor for ploughing, they own it!!? Also for transportation of things. Rent it for other 
villagers. 
No bicycle or other means of transportation, besides tractor 
Use their house for storage 
 
Last year they had food crisis from January to June due to rain shortages. This has happened several 
times now. Selling labour to other farms during food crisis 
 
Small business, selling vegetables and fruits at the market, do not cultivate them them-selves. Not 
enough rain for kitchen garden 
Self sufficient in food, uses cash for primary school fees 
 
Thieves are stealing their crops 
  
Abel 
Met him with his father, on bicycles. Two other men appeared during the interview and listened in. 
 
32 years old, male 
 
Household members: 6 
Number of children: 4 
 
1 acre, all farmed, no rented land  
 
Maize and beans 
Eating maize, selling beans 
Maize 10 bags per acre, 13000 per bag, usually August- October. Beans 2 bags per acre, 30-35000 
per bag, June-July. Planting maize February-March, Beans in February. Harvest beans April-May, 
maize August to October. 
 
Sells crops at local marked 
They have a marked every Wednesday in the village  
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Chickens, goats and 1 cow, to sell during food shortages. 
 
Family labour 
Hand hoe for weeding, hire tractor for ploughing  
Own one bicycle 
Storing crops in small rooms around the houses, (for maize and beans special storage facilities are 
not necessary) 
 
Farm sizes is a big problem 
Normal years, food shortage in May  
Sell their labour to coffee plantation only during food shortages 
Last year the government supplied food, because the food shortage was much worse than usually. It 
was the worst crisis since 1974. The government gave maize for free to the people who was worst 
off, to other people they subsidised maize so that they could by it at reasonable prices. This maize 
was imported. 
 
Small business in crop trade, very small due to lack of capital. June-July, buy in village, sell outside 
village. 
Pastoralism 
 
Godwin  
Found him in his house, was invited inside, house was furnished and had a steel roof, appeared to 
be a bit more well-off. His wife was also present and answered a few questions, mostly she just 
nodded while her husband spoke. 
 
Age: 37 
 
Household members: 5 
Number of children: 3 
 
3 acres, all farmed, no rented land 
 
Selling maize surplus and all beans 
Maize: 7-8 bags per acre, 12-17000 per bag, usually selling in September 
Beans: 3 bag per acre, 40000 in July and 28000 in September 
Local market 
Planting maize in February, harvest in July-September. Planting beans March, harvest May-June 
 
Usually people came to arusha to buy crops, which they then could sell in Nairobi, but now the 
government has closed the boarder so the crops will not leave Tanzania. This has caused a decline 
in prices in tz 
 
Goats, 2 cows and chickens 
 
Family labour 
Hire tractor for ploughing and transporting crops. Has no means of transportation.  
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The village has a storage place which people can hire, but it is expensive. So usually they store in 
their own houses. 
 
Last year there had been rain shortages for 3 years so the government was providing food. 
During food shortage they sell labour for construction of houses (much construction of brick houses 
is going on in the area), and go to other households and borrow food. 
 
Shortage of water for drinking and household purposes. Expensive to hire tractor, very expensive to 
buy tractor, a person would have to sell his farm to buy a tractor. 
 
Pastoralism 
Crop trade, October-December. Buy and sell (mostly) at local marked, price increases. 
 
Ayubu   
Found him in his house, the family was in the middle of their ugali. The meal had no supplements. 
The children were sitting on the flour, the house was very small and humble. We were offered two 
wooden boxes as chairs, which was the only furniture in their household. Ayubu sat on a bag of 
maize while his wife stood up during the entire interview. She did not contribute to the interview.  
 
26 years old, male 
 
Household members: 7 
Number of children: 5 
 
3 acres, all farmed, no rented land 
 
Selling maize surplus and most beans 
No standard, estimating: 7 for maize, 3 for beans, 14000 per bag of maize, normally in September. 
28000-47000 for beans, August or September. In times of food shortage a bag of maize is 45000. 
Local market. Planting maize in February, beans in March-April. Harvesting Maize in August-
September, Beans in June-July. 
 
Goats, 6 cows and chickens. They are keeping cows the local way (in contrast to the modern way 
which is giving them enough space and taking special care!!?) 
Pastoralists, the cows give only little milk. Dependent on the type of cow, his is the most common, 
need only little food, cow are expensive to buy but cheep to have and gives milk 
 
Family labour 
Hire tractor for ploughing 
Hire tractor for transporting crops, transporting a single bag to the local market is 500-700 Tshs  
Store in living houses, not using pesticides 
 
High yields this year, after 3 years of extreme food shortages 
During food shortage, they sell cows and goats 
Prices of maize were very high during the last period of food shortages 
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Crop trade, but lacking capital. Only June-July, this is the only time he has money to buy. Very 
risky. 
 
Additional problems: Thieves in their farms, probably people from the village, land shortages, 
access to financial institutions 
 
Appendix 4: Findings from Sigino Village, 1. November 2006 
Ismail   
Meet him in his field when entering Sigino Village, offered to introduces us to the village council 
and other farmers. He appeared not to be working just passing through, his wife came by carrying 
fire woods on her head, greetings were made and she left. 
 
35 years old, male 
 
Household members: 9 (including his wife and his parents) 
Number of children: 5 
 
3,5 acres, all farmed, no rented land 
 
Maize and peace 
Maize is food crops 
Peace and beans commercial crops 
Maize: 8 bags per acre, Beans : 4, Peas: 3 
Maize and peas are intercropping, beans are not double-cropping. 
Maize is planted in January and February and harvested i June and July. Beans in March and 
harvested in June and July. Peas are planted the same time as maize and harvested in September-
November. 
Maize is sold between June and November. Beans between July and October, Peas between 
September and November. Price is 9-12000 for maize, 42000 for beans and 30-42000 for peas. 
 
Family labour, because the farm is very small 
They bring crops to the market in Babati 
People who is coming from outside the village provides labour, but the villagers can not afford it 
Ox-plough (borrows) and hand hoes 
Own bicycle and hand pushed cart 
Chickens and goats. No cows. 
 
No special room for storage, puts it in the normal living house in bags. Almost all his crops is used 
for food, so not much crops which need storage 
Not enough money to buy seeds and fertilizer because they don’t have a commercial crop (have 
peace, but not reliable) 
Not using pesticides or irrigation 
He heard from the radio about the issues of micro finance, but have not had any contact. The 
extension officer went for a seminar and never returned. While his was around he did not do any 
work, it was just a formality. 
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This year they will be having a food shortage between January and May, because he did not get a 
good yield. Food shortages like this do not occur every year, depends on the rain or if other 
problems arise like death. But have been like this for the last many years. 
During food shortages they sell labour, but not enough jobs during this period 
Usually they save 15 bags maize for the food shortage, but depends on the farm yield, if not enough 
yield he can not save. 
He only save beans for domestic use, he sell very little amounts to rescue the situation 
Price is very low during food shortage, because everybody is in need of money to buy things. 
Fellow farmers buy the assets 
They do weeding for other peoples farms during food shortage, which helps, but it is very 
problematic. They experience starvation from January to May. It is not very destructive to his life, 
but it is an even bigger problem when it causes sickness in the family. Then the situation gets very 
complicated. 
 
Low yield per acre due to lack of education, farming implements, good seeds, fertility, farm 
extension officers. 
Roads are bad, because of transportation of crops is a problem 
The water is washing away the fertility of the farm (village has many hills) 
Every body has their own planting and harvesting time, there is no systematic time. Lack of 
equipment for farming is also a problem 
Don’t have tractors, price for hire is 20000 per acres 
No pre-arrange price for his crops, which is big problem  
Other constraints: Farm implements, getting loans for agriculture  
 
Manfred   
Ismail brought us to Manfred’s house and introduced us to Manfred. Many curios farmers listened 
in as they passed by. The interview was temporarily interrupted by chickens who picked from a 
open bag of crops, which Manfred went to stop. 
 
31 years old, male 
 
Household members: 8  
Number of children: 4 
 
12 acres, all farmed, no rented land 
 
Peace for commercial 
For both maize and beans surplus is sold 
Maize: 7-8, beans 2. Peace: depends on the year, to get high yield of peace is very difficult because 
it can easily be attack by disease and insects, maybe 3 when good yield. 
Maize is sold at 12-16000 (between June and December), beans up to 48000 (between July and 
December), and peas 30000 (between October and November). Have to sell at December as the 
latest, because they need money for planting. Maize is planted in December and January and 
harvested in June and July. Beans planted first time in December, harvested in February, second 
time in March and harvested in June. Peas in January and harvested in September and October. 
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No special marked place, changing because sometimes people come to the village to buy. 
Sometimes they bring the crops to babati town. 2 Cows, chickens and goats. Bicycle and ox-plough 
Special room for crops, when the crops are sold it is used for other purposes. Price for hiring labour 
is cheap and negotiable and labour is available. But labour is short during peak labour periods, 
harvest. Uses ox-plough for ploughing. No tractor. The structure of the land does not allow for 
usages of tractor, slopes are to deep. Also, the tractors are very few in the villages so availability is 
insufficient. 
 
Food shortage is from February to April or May. Depends on the yield of the year. This year is 
likely to be like normal year. To cope with food shortage they sell livestock, but prices are low 
He always save 20 bags maize year for this period, but during the last years this has not been 
sufficient because many emergencies have appeared. They sell assets because they have no other 
way to get food. When better times come (harvesting time) they buy it back. The price for assets is 
very low during food shortage, a cow which usually costs 300000 will be sold for 100000. People 
who are in a good condition during this period buy the assets. There is usually a short period of 
work on hourly basis, but not enough. Yes, they experience starvation. Only during bad years, years 
without rain. This destroys their plans for development and his reserves. During food shortages 
labour is very available.  
 
High prices on production inputs, farm inputs which are sold in the shops are very expensive. No 
irrigation. No education for getting loans and big bureaucratic procedure to follow. No extension 
officer, but share one with another ward, each ward includes 4 villages. Roads are as we see when 
we pass around. No special equipment for transportation, so big problem to transport the crops to 
the market. Low fertility in his farms, don’t have coutures which preserves soil erosion. Especially 
for beans and peas lack of pesticides cause diseases. There are some fake pesticides, which are 
being sold to farmers. They get delayed when they do not own the full farm equipment themselves. 
Prices are very high, and they are having low yield per acre, fx 5 bags per acre. With this low yield 
it is not possible to get a tractor. Marked prices are high during the shortages of food, they do not 
have special prices and no special customers for crops. Pesticides and livestock medicine is a big 
problem because it is not easy to get 
 
Nikodemus   
During the interview with Manfred, Nikodemus arrived and were eager to contribute as well. 
Therefore he was the natural chose as next interviewee.  
 
35 years old, male 
 
Household members: 3 
Number of children: 1 
 
1,5 acres, all farmed, rents additional land 
 
Maize as subsistence crops, Beans and Peas are commercial crops. Maize is commercial when they 
don’t have enough beans and peas. Beans and pegion peas only for commercial. 
Intercropping maize, pegion peas on his own land. Hires other peoples farms, where he grows beans 
twice a year. 
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Maize 6-7 bags. Beans 2. Peas 30 kg, not bags. Plants maize in December and January, harvest in 
July and August. Plants beans in December, January and March. Harvests in February and May and 
June. Peas are planted in December and January og harvest in September and October. 
Sells maize from July to November, Peas September to November, and beans in December at latest. 
Tries to wait to December but not always possible. Maize 12000-15000. Beans up to 48000.  Peas 
30000. If he can postpone pea sale he can get up to 60000.Business people come to the village and 
buys their crops. But they are not reliable, they do not always come. When they don’t come the 
farmer go to Babati himself.  
 
1 cow, goats and chickens 
1 bicycle and 1 cart for oxes 
Uses ox-plough (tractors are sometimes available but the price is very high so most times they use 
the ox-plough). No special stores, due to the expenses of building the houses, cement iron sheets 
and other equipment. They sell maize to hire labour. Quote: “The time when people have enough 
food, they experience shortages of labour because people are not motivated to work”. (during 
planting: usually food shortage and therefore not labour shortages, and during harvest: usually 
enough food and labour shortages) 
 
Has a business of buying and selling other peoples crops. But limited due to low capital. Buy maize 
at 12000 in the village (November) sell at 13000 in Babati. Sometimes the price is lower than 12000 
when he needs to sell, so risky business.  
  
Food shortages is starting in February due to the low yield. Last from February to June. 
Have been serious since 2000-2006. Almost February to June every year. 
They sell livestock, but the price is very low during this period. Also they sell labour for other 
farms. Approximately 1000 Tshs a day, less if lunch is included. Only do this during this period. 
Then they take any work they can get. This is a short time relief, not permanent. 
Saves 10 bags of maize, but sometimes unexpected problems arises which forces him to sell the 
bags earlier like sickness. Example of price changes: Planting time: 48000 for beans, Harvesting: 
36000 for beans. People who have enough money have the possibility of saving maize, but poor 
people don’t have enough storage space. Sometimes they have to sell the cows which they uses for 
the ox-plough which is a big problem. . They have to sell assets, which they are depended on and 
have to buy again later, so this is very destructive. The price is very low. No special person buys it, 
any person with money. Sometimes they starve, but they make any efforts to rescue the situation. It 
is a serious problem they face during that period. 
 
They get low yields because they have small farms and that is a big problem. Scarcity of labour 
depends on the food accessibility as explained. Lack of fertilizer causes very low yield per acre. 
Available but prices are high. They don’t have any water for irrigation. They have no storage 
facilities because of the expenses of buying building materials. Has been waiting for loans from the 
district, but did not get any. He thinks he is not sufficiently educated to understand and follow the 
procedures of getting a loan. He has been following the procedures of getting a loan at the national 
micro finance bank (NMB), but didn’t get it. Very difficult to get a loan. One should either have a 
business license or title deeds of ones house as asset in order to get the loan. They have only 1 
extension officer for 2 wards, which is about 8 villages. He thinks we can judge the roads our selves 
as we arrived by car. Fertility is almost out of the farm. They don’t have enough money to pay 
professional to make contours which would prevent erosion. Sometimes their harvest is delayed as 
they may need to borrow an ox-plough from another farm, which has to finish their own harvest 
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first. Price goes up and down, there is no marked stability. There is no special price, the prices can 
be very low, not reliable. ? He has once bought bad pesticides which destroyed his crops, another 
time he buy fake seeds, which did not deliver any crops  
 
 
Peter   
Ismail brought us to the household of Peter. The interview took place outside his house sitting on a 
small hill.  
 
33 years old, male 
 
Household members: 4 
Number of children: 2 
 
1,5 acres, all farmed, no rented land 
(His farther had 10 acres which have been divided among the 15 children of his 2 wives. Peter was 
clearly unhappy with this situation)  
 
Maize and peas. No beans. 
Maize for food, peace for commercial 
Gets 7 bags of maize a year. Sell maize in July to August at 12000. Gets 2-3 bags of peas, sell it at 
30000 in September to October. Plants maize in December and January, harvest in June and July. 
Plants peas at the same time, but does not harvest until August and September. 
 
No special market , no special price, bring to market sometimes, sometimes people come to the 
village to buy. Labour is a big problem. Especially during peak labour periods. Sometimes 
neighbours and close relatives help. Uses ox-plough and hand hoe for weeding. Use normal house 
for storage, in bags. Own bicycle, one cow and chickens. 
 
During rainy season the food reserve is finished. Food shortage last from February to April for most 
people. Fast crops like beans is ready to harvest in April and hence lack of food is over. This 
happens every year. 
 
In this period they do several types of work, mostly on other farms, especially for people who have 
enough food. They work for food. Also, he store 10-15 bags of maze, but it is not enough. 
Unexpected problems arise, so they have to sell the maize. They save maize, because the price for 
saving beans and peas is expensive, and because peas are easily attacked by insects. Sometimes 
have to sell bicycle. Price he gets is bad. Sells to people in babati town, who are in a good 
condition. They also sell cows and chickens. All these things help a little bit, but they still 
experience starvation. This period is a big problem to my income, my plans gets blocked. 
 
The land has low fertility. God seeds, fertilizer, and pesticides are available but prices are very high 
and risk of fake pesticides. No irrigation at all. No special storage place. No capital for agriculture. 
No education for cooperatives, no knowledge, low education, therefore no access to micro finance. 
1 extension officer, he do not even know his name, have not seen him. Poor roads is a big problem. 
No means of transportation besides bicycles. Land get eroded, the fertile soil erodes to the low 
fields. Insects is a problem, especially for the peas and maize, this gives a low yield at the end of the 
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year. Everybody has their own plans as when to plant their crops, people may get late at the rain 
season, they do not have enough equipment for the farming activities. Price for tractor very high, 
people uses very much the ox-plough because of the high prices of tractor. Prices get low during the 
harvest period. If one sell a bag during harvest it will not give you enough money for your 
activities. Insecurity with regards to finding a sale for the crops is a big problem because prices are 
not reliable. The prices we get might go up or down, there is no stability. 
 
 
Rehema   
Ismail brought us to the household of Rehema as a requested a female respondent. Her husband was 
not present during the interview.  
 
30 years old, female 
 
Household members: 4 
Number of children: 2 
 
1 acre, all farmed, no rented land 
  
Maize and beans. No peas. Maize for food, beans is commercial. 
Yields depends on the period, some years high yield some years low yield 
Maize: High: 15, low 9. Usually 3 bags of beans, sells it at 42000 in November. Maize 12000-
15000 from July to November. Plants maize in January and February, harvest in July, August and 
September. Plants beans twice. First time in November and December, second time mid March to 
mid May. Harvest from February to mid March, and June and July.  
Selling crops at her home by buckets. Very limited yield so does not make sense to go to the 
marked. 
 
Family labour, cooperate with close relatives, help each other. Labour shortages during peak labour 
periods. Hires ox-plough, hand hoe for weeding. Use her house for storage, put cops in bags, special 
place in the house. No means of transportation, but she sometimes pays people to transport things 
for her.Only chickens. 
 
January to May she experiences food shortage. Not every year though. 
They sell labour to cope. Does all kinds of work, whatever available. Saves 10 bags of maize for 
this period each year. Not sufficient. Has no assets to sell. 
She saves beans for the planting time in order to cover expenses. 
The prices for maize go very high. Her family as well as other families experience starvation. 
The food shortage affects their lives in the way that the development goes very down. 
 
 
Low yield per acre depends on the yield of the year, if there is enough rain the yield is high. 
Production inputs are available but expensive. No irrigation. Have no money for farm implements. 
A lot of bureaucratic procedures to get a loan, if you want a loan you have to pay someone, 
corruption. 1 extension officer for 2 wards, 8 villages. Not good roads for going to the farms. They 
have no means to transporting crops, have to carry. Fertility of soil goes down, this brings low yield 
and low productivity of land. Big problem that peas and beans are attacked by insects. Problem with 
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hiring ox-ploughs because everybody is competing to use it. No use of tractor due to high prices, 
some people are using tractors when they have staple economies. If you have problem you have to 
sell your crops. No reliable market, when they harvest, they sell to any person who come. 
Sometimes there is no market at all. Water availability is also a big problem. 
 
 
Appendix 5: Interview with Mr. O. Lemweli, Assistant Director of National 
Food Security within the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Security, 
8.November 2006  
 
As Mrs. Kaduma, Director of National Food Security was out of office, Mr. O. Lemweli, Assistant 
Director of National Food Security, acted in her place. I did notes instead of recording, from which 
I selected the relevant issues (which in fact answered my questions) and typed it into the computer 
as precise a possible less than an hour after the interview. 
• How do you view the potential for increased agricultural production on a national 
level? 
The Potential is there. The government is trying its level best to ensure that the agricultural sector is 
performing it best. Agriculture is very important in Tanzania because provides almost 50 percent of 
GDP. The government has several measures in place in order to make sure that agriculture will 
improve. 
• Would national food self-sufficiency ensure household food security? 
No, because you can be self-sufficient on the national level, but it doesn’t mean that the households 
are not food insecure. The problem is about distribution. 
• Why is increased agricultural production such a priority within the MKUKUTA? 
If we increase the agricultural production, food availability will increase. When food availability 
increases, it means that people can get something to eat and have something to exchange or sell. 
Also, it is good for exports. Food security and self-sufficiency are not the same thing. It can 
facilitate, but it only addresses the supply side. It does not ensure access. 
• Why has the Kenyan border been closed to export of food crops? 
Intervention in the marked system is a common governmental action. When there is a need to 
intervene, the government has to do it for the safety of the people. 
Last season, we had very serious food shortages, so the government had to subsidise. This year we 
will not need to import, it looks as the yield has been good. If there is enough food in Tanzania, and 
people are starving on the other side of the border, people are motivated to sell to Kenya, because 
the prices are better. So the government has to warn people not to sell the food to Kenya, then we 
will not have enough food in Tanzania.  
• What are the most challenging constraints small-scale farmers face related to increased 
agricultural production? 
The thing is, people are poor in Tanzania. And the poor people depend on agriculture. The 
important thing is rain. Also, they have not money for fertilizer, pesticides etc. etc. Technology 
level is low. Productivity and profitability are very small. They lack collateral to get loans and 
credit. HIV/AIDS are a big problem for labour availability. Some places it has bad impact on the 
agricultural labour. 
• What causes food shortages? 
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Rain, as I said. Drought sometimes leads to food shortages, because the production goes down. Not 
always, but some years. Especially in semi-arid areas. Can also be flood, but it is rare. Then bad 
extension services. Level of technology.  
• Why do so many small-scale farmers in Tanzania suffer from food insecurity? 
Not many. You heart many? No. No. Food security is not only availability. Because of some 
geographic factors, sometimes some areas has surplus, while other areas has shortages. Even when 
the food is there, it doesn’t work if there is no money. 
• How do small-scale farmers in Tanzania coop with food shortages? 
You want to know the cooping strategies? They are different in different areas. In some areas they 
sell livestock. Under very severe case some people sell assets. Non-farm activities. This could be 
making charcoal or bricks. Selling fire woods. Hunting in some areas. Or selling labour. When there 
is not enough food the men goes to town or other places to find work and bring food home for the 
family. Some receive gifts from friends, who live in other areas. In areas where they have surplus. 
Or from family members who work in town. Or they borrow from someone. 
• How do the government of Tanzania respond to severe village level food shortages? 
They advise the affected people to properly manage their food. The little food left are they told how 
to use. When the situation is very tense, the government import. This is commercial import, which 
they then use as food aid. The government also has a kind of safety mechanism for these situations. 
This is called Strategic Grain Reserve. This can be released to the affected areas. This can be done 
in two ways. Those who are incapable of buying, they are given for free. But this is very rare. In 
most cases the food is distributed of subsidised prices. The government of Tanzania makes sure that 
they have released enough to feed the market. 
They way it works is that we make an assessment to assess the necessity.  This is done on a regular 
basis. The National Food Security has a normal system of monitoring the food situation, which is 
used to warm the government. When it appears that there is food shortage in an area, a deeper 
assessment is conducted. These are called Rapid Vulnerability Assessments (RVAs). When action 
appears to be necessary it is under the coordination of the ministry, in collaboration with the 
Disaster Management Department in the Prime Ministers Office. They assess things like who are 
the food insecure, how many, were are they, amount of food they will require, when. 
This process involves key stakeholders, UN-organisations, NGOs, Donor committee etc. On this 
basis the decisions are made about how much food and to whom etc. They make a proposal to the 
government and then it is up to the government to act. This is from the Strategic Grain Reserve, if 
they have enough, otherwise they import. 
• Why do some farmers experience shortages of land when Tanzania contains so much 
uncultivated fertile land? 
Land shortage is not a big issue in Tanzania. The problem is technology and rain. Because of bad 
technology and lack of rain, the motivation to cultivate more than a small plot is not there. 
• Who own this land? Is it government owned? 
(Skipped this question, as he started to be impatient and irritable). 
• Why are people settled in dry areas when so much fertile land is available?  
The land in Tanzania is for different purposes. Only some for agriculture. But enough. I don’t not 
the specific rules on who can access the land. You will have to speak with Ministry of Land and 
Settlement is you want the specific rules. 
• Why is it a priority within the MKUKUTA to increase the involvement of farmers in 
non-farm activities? 
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For additional incomes. For school fees, hospitals.  
• How is this supporting the MKUKUTA objective of increasing the agricultural 
production? 
Maybe it is more off-farm activities. They only need these activities outside off the agricultural 
seasons. Some activities even go together with agriculture. If you only have agriculture. There is a 
tendency for overselling. Because of monetary needs. Like school fees. Then they have not enough 
left to eat. 
 
Appendix 6: Interview with Mr. Pomonni, the Town Agricultural and Livestock 
Development Officer in Babati District, Manyara Region, 31. October 2006 
 
• Are any other crops besides maize and beans cultivated in Arusha Region by small-
scale farmers? 
Sunflower, paes, millet 
• When are the planting and harvest periods for these crops? 
December-january, may-june 
• How does the price for maize and beans change trough out the year? 
Harvest time: 12000-15000 Tshs, jan-dec 20000-30000 
• Is there a special time of year when household food shortages are common? 
Yes  
• How long does this period last? 
Jan-feb,  
• Is it every year? 
No 
• Why does this occur? 
When there is not enough rain 
• Is the yield insufficient to feed the household until the next harvest? 
 
• What do people usually do to cope? 
Manuel labour, sell livestock 
• Do people starve? 
No. The government intervene sometimes. They sell food at cheap prices. 
• What do you see as the explanation to the following constraints, and are they in fact 
constraints?  
 
• Low yield per acre? 
Low technology 
• Expensive fertilizer? 
Cheaper methods are available  
• Limited irrigation 
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Would have higher yields if irrigation was accessible 
• Lack of storage facilities 
Needs improvement. Made from rush, which means that pesticides are seeping out 
• Limited capital  
The farm production is only sufficient for subsistence not for investments 
• Access to micro finance services 
People do not have the deeds for the plots. Also they are not educated to understand the procedures, 
which are very bureaucratic 
• Inadequate extension services 
No defined system, working method or responsibility. Are located in the wards, so quite accessible. 
Not mobile, should have a car. Means that they can not get out to the villages. Low motivation. Not 
expensive. Lack of adequate educated extension officers. Training depends on central government 
and are insufficient. In central government agriculture is officially the main priority but this is not 
the case in reality. 
• Poor roads 
Very very limited problem 
• Means of transportation 
Inadequate transportation system. Too expensive for people 
• Erosion of natural resource base and environmental degradation 
Cows are over-grassing. Tractors create erosion. Principles of agriculture are not followed. Land is 
cleared which leads to erosion during rainy season. Unplanned farming and lack of shifting 
cultivation will lead to degradation. By laws are not followed. 
• Infestations and outbreaks of crop 
People are not prepared for what they do not know will strike. Many stock diseases. 
• Weak producer’ organizations 
People sometimes are selfish 
• Limited technological capacity 
Lacking irrigation officer, don’t know what he is up to. 
• Low or fluctuating marked prices 
Middlemen are cheaters. People need to save their crops so they are secured food access. 
• Insecurity with regards to finding a sale for the crops 
This is a matter of trust.       
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Appendix 7: Request by the Royal Danish Embassy for Permission to Conduct 
Fieldwork  
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Appendix 8: Request by Babati District Office for Permission to Conduct 
Fieldwork 
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Appendix 9: Poverty Map 
 
 
 
 
(Source:GoT 2005a:6) 
